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ORIGINAL SIN 
THE PROPAGATION OF EVIL 


By R. L. Kilpatrick 


Since sin is a spuitual condition of the inward man, and since 
the nature of Adam became corrupt after that orginal sin (and all man- 
kind descended from him) it naturally follows that all of his offspring 
receive the same nature as himself. And the nature of Adam being cor- 
rupt means the corruption of all his descendants. This is nothing more 
than the law of “seed preducing afer its kind” Ttis the law of human 
nature. 

Adam is the progenitor of the human race, and whatever was 
characteristic of him became charactenstic of all reproductions of the 
original. In other words, Adam's sinful nature was transmuted to all his 
offspring and the nature of man because just as sinful as the nature of 
the father of the species. Alexander Campbell very appropnately said it 
this way: 


The stream of humanity, thus contammated at the 

fountain, can not in this world ever rise of itself to its 

primitive purity and excellence. We al] inhent a frail 

constitution physically, intellectually, but especially mor- 

ally frail and imbecile. We have inherited our father’s 

constitution and fortune. | 

Just as "fresh water cannot flow from brackish” (Js. 3:11), or 
as good fruit cannot spring from bad seed, neither can incorruptible na- 
ture spread from one that is corruptible This means then that the post- 
erity of Adam cannot be morally greater than himself. Campbell 
continues, 





: Alexander Campbell, Christiaz: System, Chapter VU, Para. II 
(Siandard Publishing Company, Cincinnati, O). 14 
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A disease in the moral constitution of man is as clearly 

transmissible as any physical taint, if there be any truth 

in history, biography, or human observation.” 

Adam's Image 

"....When God made man, he made him in the likeness of 
God Maie and female he created them and named them Man when 
they were created. When Adam had lived a hundred and thirty years, 
he became the father of a son in fers own likeness, after his image, 
and named him Seth” (Gen. 5:1-3. 

Notice that Adam was “created in the likeness of God” but 
Seth was begotten 1n the likeness of his father, Adam. Why was not 
Seth created also in the likeness of God? Why the difference between 
the two images? 

Understanding that Adam's likeness to God was not in any 
physical sense, but in the spiritual, it is evident that Seth's image was 
unlike God's because Adam's nature had changed since his creation. 
Adam's nature became corrupted and the law of seed producing after 
its kind makes it impossible for Seth to be anything other than what 
Adam became after his sin. Seth, as well as all of us, was bom with an 
additive not found in the first incorruptible nature of Adam. The addi- 
tive was sin, the thing that spreads from generation to generation, 
causing death. Recogniang this, God said to Noah that he would not 
again destroy the earth because of sin, because " ... the imagynations of 
man's heart 1s evil from his youth" (Gen. 8:21). In other words, sin ts 
here to stay! It 1s in the nature of man from his youth to the end of the 
world. 

The Depravity of Man 
The doctnne of Hereditary Total Depravity seems to have orignated 
with the Reformation Movement in the 15th century. However the 
contemporary interpretation of this doctrine and the measung assigned 
to it by the reformers seem to be different. Onginally, the meaning was 
that each person is bom into the world with a nature that is depraved 
to the extent that he/she 1s totally incapable of loving or pleasing God 


SEE 
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in a way acceptable to Him, and that in this totally depraved condition 
it becomes necessary for the intervention of the Holy Spirit to render 
the sinner's life acceptable to God. This was taught by the reformers, 
and in a sense we cannot find fault with this interpretation, because the 
Scriptures surely teach that mankind is not capable in-and-of- himself 
to please God. Otherwise, there would be no necessity for the indwell- 
ing measure of the Holy Spirit. But the Spint is necessary to affect the 
new birth. Therefore, man is “totally depraved (totally incapable) in 
so far as being able to bring about his rebirth. This does not mean that 
the ways of man are so evil that it is impossible for him to become 
more evil. This is shown in the case of Abraham who was promised 
the Land of Caanan, but he was not allowed to enter and take posses- 
sion "because the iniquity of the Amorites is not yet full" (Gen. 15:16). 
Apparently the Amorites were 1n a state of steady decline, morally and 
spiritually, and that in time their ways would become intolerable. It 
seems that God withholds punishment where there ts still some preva- 
lent good, a principle seen in the case of Sodom and Gomorrah, but 
Abraham couldn't find enough good people. 

As respecting the “ways” of mankind, there are degyees of 
evilness, as viewed by man. Yet in the eyes of God, and as respecting 
acceptance or justification, there are no degrees of sin. In other words, 
one sin, even the smallest, places man in a state of depravity and he is 
"totally" lost! 

The error that is assonated with the doctrine of total depravity 
is when religious leaders teach that since each person ts born in a state 
of sin, including infants, it is necessary to remove this inherited sin 
through baptsm. Some will disagree with the following statement but 
I believe it to be true. Neither baptism nor anything else will ever re- 
move the inherited sin of Adam because the penalty for Adam's (and 
mankind's) sinful nature is death. It is in death that the stigma of inher- 
ited sin is removed “when the corruptible puts on the incorruptible" (1 
Cor. 15:42ff). God's law istmmutible. "In the day that you eat thereof 
you shall surely die." Then he/we will be raised incorruptible. Bap- 
tism is associated with "faith" and Christ and "acceptance" of the 
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gospe! when one reaches the point when he realizes he/she is lost. 
There is no such awareness in the undeveloped mind of an infant. 
Baptism removes the guilt of sins personally conimutted Innocent 
children do not commit sin. Therefore, baptism has no effect either 
way on infants. The sin of Adam can be removed only by physical 
death. For the wages of sin is death. 

The doctrine of hereditary total depravity means in the real 
sense that all of Adam's kind are bor in his likeness, possessing a na- 
ture that is inclined to evil from its byth, and in this "natural state" he 
cannot please God. 

Even though man's nature is sinful, his depravity is not to be 
the extent that nothing good dweils within him. The good which God 
placed in him at creation still resides, even though stained with sin. 
Crawford says, 

Note again that Adam is said to have begotten a son in 
his own likeness, after his image, not strictly the divine 
image in which he had been created, but the image of 
God now modified and corrupted by sin -- though not 


totally depraved -- transmissible by ordinary 
generation.” 


As pertaining to the propagation of evil, Campbell again has 
some appropriate remarks. 


Your nature, gentle reader, not your person, was in 
Adam when he put forth his hand to break the precept 
of Jehovah. You did not sin that that act; but your na- 
ture then in the person of your father, sinned against the 
Author of your existence. In the past judgment there- 
fore of your heavenly Father, your nature sinned in 
Adam, and with him it is right that all human beings 
should be born mortal, and that death should lord it 
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C. C. Crawford, Genesis, the Book of Beginnings, Vol. I, 
(College Press, Joplin. Missouri) 453 
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over the whole human race as he has done in innumera- 

ble instances even over them that have not sinned after 

the simslitude of Adam's transgression; 1. e., by violating 

a positive law. 

The fact that man is bom with an ev nature {s a point that is 
beyond dispute, and “it is not in man that walketh to direct his own 
steps (Jer. 10:23; and “they that are in the flesh cannot please God 
(Rom. 8:8). (Tum to page |®) 
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FALSE PROPHETS: 
WHO ARE THEY? 





By Dallas Burdette Part 3 


Jt is sigmficant that the phrase "false prophets” only appears 
seven times in the New Testament.” A careful reading of the Scrip- 
tures that contain this phrase is quite revealing. One quickly discovers 
that the phrase ts employed in the context of those who lead men away 
from God.° Even when wniters of the New Testament do not employ 
this phrase to wam believers about certain men and women, one is not 
left in the dark as to the concem of the wniter in calling attention to 


, Ibid. p. 14, 15. 

: Part three only covers the first occurrence of the phrase “false 
prophets” in its analysis of this often misapplied phrase to sincere, God 
fearing believers. 

: The first article in this series emphasized that false prophets are 
not necessarily individuals who fail to properly interpret the Scriptures. 
in part two, this author analyzed Rumans, chapters 14 and 15, and / 
Corinthians, chapter 8, to determine if diversity in opinion, in and of itself. 
warranted the epithet of "false praphets." Just a perusal of these 
Scriptures demonstrated that Paul did not advocate unity based upon 
conformity, but rather, he appealed for unity in diversity as the way of 
peace among Christians 


their behavior and beliefs that will damn one’s soul. This section of the 
essay seeks to understand the phrase as employed by Jesus, Peter, and 
John. 

Matthew gives the first occurrence of this phrase in the New 
Testament; the occasion 1s the Sermon on the Mount. 

Watch out for false prophets. They come to you in 
sheep’s clothing, but inwardly they are ferocious 
wolves. By their fruit you will recognize them. Do peo- 
ple pick grapes from thornbushes, or figs from thistles? 
(Matthew 7:15-16).’ 

In this Sermon, Jesus begins by expounding upon the charac- 
teristics that must be visible in the life of believers. In setting forth 
langdom behavior, Jesus gives a contrast between the conduct of the 
religious leaders of His day and the conduct God expects of His peo- 
ple. In this antithesis, one is immediately introduced to characteristics 
of "false teachers” versus characteristics of true teachers 

Jesus initiates His Sermon on the Mount with patterns of be- 
havior that true prophets/teachers will practice and encourage others to 
carry out. In this famous Sermon, Jesus commences with actions that 
exemplifies behavior that God 1s pleased with: (1) Blessed are the poor 
in spirit [v. 3}; Blessed are those who mourn [v. 4]; Blessed are the 
meek [v. 5]; Blessed are those who hunger and thirst for righteousness 
(v. 6}; Blessed are the merciful [v. 7]; Blessed are the pure in heart [v. 
8], Blessed are the peacemakers [v. 9}. In these beatitudes, Jesus 
stresses that one must be bankrupt in spit, poverty stricken in spint, 
humbie in spirit, hungering and thirsting after holiness, exhibiting 
mercy, developing purity in one's life, and seeking to promote peace, 
not discord. 

The true teacher longs for the virtues that belong to God. Af- 
ter enumerating the beatitudes, Jesus continues to explain to the disci- 
ples how men and women are to put into practice right behavior that 
pleases God. He detnonstrates this by gsving detailed instructions con- 
cerryng murder (5:21-26), adultery (5:27-30), divorce (5:3 1-32), oaths 


Ail Scripture citations are from the NIV, unless noted otherwise. 
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(5:33-37), retaliation (5:38-42), behavior toward enemies (5:43-48), 
correct motive in giving (6:1-4), proper attitude in prayer (6:5-15), le- 
timate aim in fasting (6:16-18), setting one's prionties (6:19-24), dis- 
position of trust in God (6:25-34), and an admonition to put an end to 
censorious judging (7:1 -6). 

Sandwiched between the beatitudes (vv.1-!6) and the teach- 
ings of the Pharisees and the teachers of the law (5:21—~7:1-6), Jesus 
gives a synopsis of the relevancy of the law (5:17-20). To set the tone 
for a proper interpretation of Matthew 7:15, the passage in which Jesus 
calls attention to false prophets it 1s necessary to elumunate difficulties 
that stand in the way of listening anew to the biblical text. One needs 
to cut his teeth on the concrete meaning of false prophets in the light of 
its context, not church tradition What did Jesus say about the Phan- 
sees and the teachers of the law? Were these men the “false prophets” 
in Matthew 7:15? 

Is not Matthew 7:15 the climax of the Sermon on the Mount, 
along with the two illustrations of the wise and foolish builders? Is Je- 
sus not warning against the behaviora! habits of the religious leaders of 
His day? Did He not say, “By their frat you will recognize them” 
(7.16). Were the religious leaders concemed about justice and mercy, 
about the poor and the widows? Or were they more concemed about 
rituals than they were about things that mattered to God? Jesus called 
upon the disciples to reevaluate and reinterpret what had been handed 
down to them through the tradition of the elders. The religious leaders 
of that day, equivalent to preachers of our day, were so used to reading 
the Scriptures as they had been taught by generations of interpreters 
that they identified the interpretation with the Word of God itself. 

An excellent illustration of tdentification of one’s interpretation 
with the Word of God 1s from Jesus’ skermish with the “Phansees and 
teachers of the law’ (v. 15:1) over "the tradition of the elders’ 
(Matthew 15:1-20.) These Pharisees and teachers of the law ques- 
tioned Jesus about His disciples’ behavior concernng the “tradition of 
the elders” (v. 15:2), and, in response to their question, Jesus rebuked 
them for their substitution of tradition for the “command of God” (v. 
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3). This observation should prepare one to understand more clearly 
Jesus’ attention to the law in His Sermon. The traditions of the elders 
made it almost impossible to read the Bible without spectacles. Thus, 
Jesus, in His Sermon, went nght to the heart of the matter in calling 
attention to the “false prophets”: 
Do not think that ] have come to abolish the Law or the 
Prophets; | have not come to abolish them but to fulfil! them. 
1 tell you the wuth, unt] heaven and earth disappear, not the 
smallest letter, not the Icast stroke of a pen, will by any means 
disappear from the Law until everything is accomplished. 
Anyone who breaks one of the least of these commandments 
and teaches others to do the same will be called Icast in the 
kinedom of heaven, but wheever practices and teaches these 
commands will be called great in the kingdom of heaven. For 
J tell you that unless your righteousness surpasses that of the 
Pharisees and the teachers of the law, you will certainly not 
enter the kingdom of heaven (Matthew 5: 17-20). 

In this penscope (section), Jesus draws a contrast between 
two kinds of people Apparently, there were those who did not keep 
the commandments of God and, at the same time, taught others to 
break them (See also Matthew 15:1-20). On the other hand, there 
were those who practiced and taught the commandments of God. 
Again, it is to the individuals that taught others to break God’s com- 
mandments that Jesus addressed toward the end of the Sermon 
(Matthew 7:15). Beginning with Matthew 5:21 and concluding wth 
Matthew 5:48, Jesus contrasteal His teachings with the teachings of the 
religious leaders. He begins by calling attention to what they had heard 
from the teachers of the law: “You have heard that it was said to the 
people long ago” (Matthew 5:21): on the other hand, Jesus gives the 
true interpretation of the law by saying: “But | tell you” (Matthew 
i222)" 


The prevaiting interpretation of “You have heard that it was 


said” is generally credited with the teachings of the Old Testament, but 
this does not appear to be correct in light of the co..cext. In this Sermon, 
Jesus is drawing attention to the original intent of the law versus the 
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Since Jesus dealt with the Pharisees and the teachers of the law 
in His Sermon on the Mount, this understanding should facilitate a 
clearer view of these false teachers by equating oneself with their 
known behavior. Just what role does the Phansees and Scribes 
(teachers of the law) play in Matthew’s narrative about Chnst? It 1s 
worthy of note that Matthew opens his book with John’s confrontation 
with these religious leaders (Matthew 3) and closes his book with Je- 
sus’ strong rebuke of these same Pharisees and teachers of the law 
(Matthew 23).” This group plays such a major role in Jesus’ ministry 
that Matthew introduces his readers to this group of religious leaders in 
the inauguration of John’s ministry; 

But when he saw niany of the Phansees and Sadducees com- 
ing to where he was baptany, ke said to them: “You brood of 
vipers! Who wamed you to flee from the coming wrath? Pro- 
duce fruit in keeping with repentance (Matthew 3:7-8). 

As mentioned above, Jesus begins his Sermon with a reference 
to the Pharisees and teachers of the law — Scribes (Matthew 5:2@). On 
two occasions (12:38 and 35:1), Matthew combines the Pharisees and 
teachers of the law in a confrontation with Jesus. In one of these con- 
frontations, they wanted a sizp from heaven to authenticate Jesus as 
the Messiah. But, once more, Jesus exposed their hypocrisy 


teachings of the religious leaders For one to follow these teachers of the 
law is tantamount to following a “false prophet.” 

; Matthew also employs a number of fiterary techniques to call 
attention to the importance of certain subjects For example, Matthew 
introduces us baptism in John's ministry: (1) baptism of the people 
[3:1-12} and (2) the baptism of Jesus [3:13-17]; then, Matthew concludes 
his Gospel with Jesus’ command to baptize (28:16-20). Another 
characteristic that is quite interesting in Matthew's repurt of the life of 
Christ is that he starts his book, following the genealogy, with the 
teachings of John and the teachings of Jesus (Sermon on the Mount 
(3: 1--7:28) and, then, coneludes his book with Jesus emphasis on 
“teaching them to obey everything { have commanded you” (28:20). 
Following the baptism of Jesus, Matthew also informs us that Jesus “went 
throughout Galilee teaching in their synagogues” {4:23) and_ then, 
immediately, gives the substance of that teaching in the Sermon on the 
Mount. 
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(12:38-45). Matthew employs the term “Pharisees” twenty-eight times 
and the phrase “teachers of the law’ nineteen times" 
PO Box 20274, Montgomery, Al 36126 
Email: burdettes@rundspring.com 
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WORSHIP IN SPIRIT AND 
TRUTH 
(UNDER THE LAW OF CHRIST) 






By John Eoff 


The appointing of a new high priest required the institution of 
a new law. The law of Moses required that the high priest be from the 
family of Aaron of the tnbe of Levi but our high priest, who has sat 
down at the nght hand of the throne of the Majesty in the heavens, is of 
the tribe of Judah; therefore it is imperative that a new law has come 
into effect or else he 1s reigmng under false pretenses. False assump- 
tions about this new law have caused many to err the way they regard 
their standing before their Father in heaven. It is common to think of 
the law of Moses consisting only of ordinances defining what things 
were allowed and which were prohibited. Such were contained in the 


a Matthew makes reference to the Pharisees twenty-eight times in 


his Gospel: 3:7; 5:20: 9:41, lad, 34; 12:2, 14, 24, 38; 15:1, 12; 16:1, 6, 72, 
12; 19:3; 21:45; 22:15, 34, 42; 23:2, 13, 15, 23, 25, 27, 29; 27:62. In the 
Gospels, there are seventy-nine occurrences of the “Pharisees” in 
Seventy-seven verses. Matthew make reference to the “teachers of the law 
nineteen times: 2:4; 5:20; 7:29; 9:3; 12:38; 15:1; 16:21; 17:10; 20:18; 
21:15; 23:2, 13, 15, 23, 25, 27, 29: 26:57; 27:41. In the Gospels, there 
are fifty-five occurrences of the “teachers of the law" in Jfifoy-five Bible 
verses. In order for one ta understand Jesus’ caution in Matthew 7:15, it 
would be helpful for you to read the context of the above mentioned Bible 
Verses. 
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law but also included was the remedy for the consequences of failure 
to perfectly keep the statutes of conduct. This remedy consisted of a 
tabernacle, priest, altar and sacrifices. These were temporary and rep- 
resented but a shadow of a perfect. permanent and fiture salvation 
promised from the time sin entered the world. When one thinks of the 
new law, gaven with the new covenant, as consisting of statutes regard- 
ing conduct he has failed to comprehend its nature; for such ordi- 
nances, which were against us (that 1s the Jews to whom they applied) 
have been nailed to the cross with Jesus and taken away. 

A common conception of the new law 1s that it is a principal of 
love as opposed to a principal of written ordinances and that as long as 
one is guided by love he fulfills the new law and this because of his 
higher calling of love he 1s free of the written code of conduct. The 
Pharisee in us would like to regard ourselves as possessing so much 
more love than those creatures who lived under the Jaw that we don't 
need written ordinances to guide us. The fact is that the written ordi- 
nances themselves can be summed up in the expression "Love thy 
neighbor." Pertect love is the summation of the ordinances written in 
stone that were against us. It is beyond each of us to possess and when 
we claim it as our law we are condemning ourselves because of our 
imperfection in it, and we are only comparing ourselves with others 
when we think of justifying ourselves by our love. 

In reality the new law pertains to the second principle of the 
old covenant and makes the first, defining sin, obsolete. It deals with 
our redemption fiom sin on a permanent basis leaving sin powerless 
because the power of sin was the law. There are two great letters in 
the New Testament that contrasts the law of Moses to the grace we 
have through faith in Jesus. The first, Romans, contrasts the difference 
in trying to be justifed by our works under the law of Moses and ac- 
cepting the grace of God through Jesus, while the second, Hebrews, 
contrasts the difference between the temporary, imperfect, remedy for 
sin under the law of Moses through its animal sacrifice, and the perfect, 
permanent remedy through the sacrifice of the perfect lamb of God. 


When God ordained the Old Covenant with tts laws he stipu- 
lated that sacrifices were to be made only where he chose and not at 
just any place -- "Take heed to thyself that thou offer not thy bumt of- 
ferings in every place that thou seest: But in the place which the Lord 
Shall choose in one of thy tribes, there thou shalt offer thy bumt offer- 
ings, and there thou shalt do all that 1 command thee" (Deut. 
]2:13-14). It 1s in regard to this statute that the woman of Samaria 
questioned Jesus concemmng where one should worship God. The 
worship that God commanded under the old law consisted of sacrifices 
and it was in regard to this that she stated “Our fathers worshipped 1n 
this mountain; and ye say that in Jerusalem 1s the place where men 
ought to worship." Jesus answered "Woman, believe me, the hour 
cometh, when ye shall neither in this mountain, nor yet at Jerusalem, 
worship the Father. .... But the hour cometh, and now 1s, when the true 
worshippers shal! worship the Father in spirit and in truth: for the Fa- 
ther seeketh such to worship him" (see John 4:20). 

Jesus’ reply has led to speculation about the meaning of wor- 
ship “In spirit and in truth." Many have considered this to mean with 
emotion and with correct rituals, some of those even denying that 
those who differ with their particular understanding of the proper mtu- 
als can be considered as true children of God and qualified for sa$va- 
tion. Some have the spirit of the Pharisee which leads them to 
perceive of themselves as being more spiritual in their worship, because 
they have a deeper devotion to God than those under the Old Cove- 
nant possessed, and deem themselves to therefore be fulfilling God's 
desire fer such to worship Him. It is quite common for modem Chnis- 
trans to think of themselves as more sincere and correct in their wor- 
ship than were those under the Old Covenant and be confident, that for 
that reason, God will accept them while frowning on others. 

Others consider worship in spirit and truth to be sacrificing 
their own lives in sermce of God. Romans ]2:1 1s used as support for 
this understanding (So then, 1 am encouraging you, brothers and sis- 
ters, because of these sympathies of God, to present your bodies as liv- 
ing, pure, and very pleasing sacnfices to God, which 1s your fogical 


}3 


divine service" |Christian Bible]). While this is a noble and worthy un- 
derstanding and should be done by all Christians I doubt that any one 
of us can claim this sacrifice of ourselves to an extent to be counted as 
acceptable worship. This is the Pharisee in us showing his ugly head 
again. 

The worship to which the woman of Samaria was refermng 
was that stipulated by the old law and consisted of animal sacrifices. 
These were to be done by humans and were but a shadow of the true 
sacrifice (worship) that would perfectly cleanse the worshipper whom 
God seeks to worship Him. Thus the truth to which Jesus referred in 
worship was his ultimate perfect sacrifice. We do not personally make 
this sacrifice but can do so only in spirit, accepting what Jesus has done 
for us. In order to worship God in spirit and truth we must spiritually 
(because it is impossible personally) offer Jesus (the tnuth as opposed 
by the shadow) by putting our trust in his death, burial and resur- 
rection. This is what God wants from us along with the humble real- 
ization that our own efforts, though sincere and strenuous, are as filthy 
rags. We must reject ourselves and accept Jesus for such 1s the Father 
seelang. 

57 Hilltop Drive, Kerrville, Texas 78028 
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IS IT A SCRUPLE OR IS 
IT DIVISIVENESS? 


By. Neal Griffin 


"Judge not lest you be judged,” is a definite principle of Jesus. 
Yet we are cailed on to make judgment calJs.."Put up with one ano- 
ther" is another principle and yet we are instructed to stay clear of 
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divisive brethren, immoral brethren, and heretical brethren. We are 
commanded to "endure one another in love,” yet to have no fellowship 
with the individual works of darkness." It 1s an easy matter to resolve 
this paradox as it relates to the latter two sins -- if a brother denies the 
virgjn birth or deity of Jesus, or if he practices immorality. But when it 
comes to mak:ng a judgment call of the sin of divisiveness we usually 
falter. We have no difficulty recognizing the sin of divisiveness in a 
brother who imposes, as a test of fellowship, the use of hard wine in 
the Lord's Supper, or the use ofa single cup. We can see night through 
divisive brethren who tnsists on meeting 1n upper chambers. We very 
quickly dismiss the “head cover” advocates With these "far out" scni- 
ples we have no difficulty at all in making the judgment call. We can 
see through the the "foot washers," the "no class" brethren, and such 
like Brethren who msist on conformity in these matters, as tests of fel- 
lowship, are divisive, and generally we avoid them. 

It is an interesting fact that the lone scriptural exampte which 
deals with scruples had nothing at all to do with what goes on in the 
"corporate worship service.” In fact, “corporate worship service" 1s a 
non-scriptural phrase generated by sectarians who wish to impose their 
particular assembly ntual on ail others as tests of fellowship, Most of 
our brotherhood problems stem directly fom what divisive men have 
concluded should or should not be done in the "corporate worship ser- 
vice.” J would like to make two observations about the sole example 
found in Romans 14. First of all, the scruple used in the example is 
derived fiom, a clearly perceivable sin, and so should be all scruples I 
recently read a list of one hundred divisive issues (none of which have 
any connection with sin) which divisive men have used as tests of fel- 
lowship. If it cannot be closely connected to an unfnutful work of 
darkness it is not a scruple, but rather a divisive issue, and anyone who 
keeps harping on it 1s a divisive person. Faithhil Jews were ternfied by 
anything, connected to idol worship. The Jews of Romans 14 had a le- 
gitimate scruple. 

Paul urged those who ate the meat sacnficed to idols to be 
sensitive to the feelings of those who could not eat i1, for it would be a 
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sin for them to eat it. But interestingly, and this point is often over- 
looked, the non-eaters were urged not to judge those who did eat. 
(Rom. 14:3). There is no admonition here to have a falling out with 
one another, but rather love should be the overriding factor. Ifa broth- 
er cannot abide by this principle he is divisive. Insensitivity is a charac- 
teristic of divisiveness. It is not Christian. 

What then is the sejution? What should we do? How should 
we handle a divisive brother? The answer is simple. If his scrupie ts 
not legitimate, that is to say, directly related to sin, he is divisive. We 
should mark and avoid him. This may seem too simplistic but it is 
Bible (see Rom. 16:17). 

The big question, however, is: Are we judging ourselves when 
we condemn divisiveness? 

Do we have legitimate scruples? Are we banner carriers 
against issues not clearly derived from sin? Are we also being divisive? 
If so we need to repent. 

Please consider these things. I believe them to be true to the 
Word. | 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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WHEN I LOOK AT BAPTISM... 
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By Elmer Prout 


Recently a thoughtful and carefully wntten column in one of 
our fellowship publications called on us to look again at baptism.’ The 
writers reminded us of the place that the New Testament Scnptures 
give to the practice and meaning of baptism. It was a timely essay. 
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I read the column. I thought that a sermon on baptism would 
be in order some time soon. I made some bnef notes. I set the paper 
and the idea aside until later. 


Then, this morning while looking through some old notes on 
the book of Colossians, .1 came across a page with the headings, " 
‘Baptism’ as the Colossians heard the word” and " ‘Baptism’ as we hear 
the word in 1994." As I looked at those headings I was struck by the 
possibility that I, with my 1997 eyes, may very well be looking at bap- 
tism in a different light than those Colossian believers did in century 
one. Could ‘loolang again at baptism’ be a more challenging task than I 
had thought? 


It dawned on me that | speak a different language than the Co- 
lossians spoke. If] am to encounter ‘baptism’ as they did ! must rely on 
translations, Amdt and Gingrich, or Kitte!. The Colossian believers ne- 
eded none of those aids. They lived in the first century context which I 
must attempt to understand. And, in which baptism has its first century 
meaning. If] simply pick up the English word ‘baptism’ (or immersion, 
for that matter), hold the term in my modem understanding, and apply 
it to my life on that basis I may not be as close to Colossae as I think { 
am. 


I began to realize that all kinds of bamers may stand between 
the first century meaning of baptism and me. If, for example, I allow a 
1997 edition ofa dictionary to establish my understanding of ‘baptism’ | 
am cestain to be a long, long way fiom ‘baptism’ as the first century be- 
lievers practiced it, That, of course, is a point we in Churches of Christ 
have made over and over, Modern usage, we rightly contend, cannot 
determine original meaning and intention. We must retum to the 
SOUICE. 


The problem I found in myself'is that 1 often overlook the oth- 
er very real barriers that stand between me and the origynal meaning of 
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‘baptism.’ When I read the word ‘baptism’ 1 do not, cannot, see the 
word with a totally unprejudiced mind. I wil bring to my reading some — 
or all of the following: (1) awareness of some early church history; (2) 
a bit of knowledge of the Reformation in Europe; (3) details of our 
Restoration Movement debates; (4) memories of prolonged family ar- 
guments; (5) a sense that baptism has sometimes been emphasized to 
the neglect of stark encounter with the Christ in whose name baptism 
has meaning. ... The list is long and the impact, whether we wish to 
admit it or not, 1s strong. It can even be blinding and result in an unfor- 
tunate lack of balance in Bible application. Am | suggesting that ‘look- 
ing, again at baptism’ is a long complicated, academically centered, 
historically based process -- so long, in fact, as to be beyond the reach 
of any but specialists? 


No. That is not my intention. Correct understanding of the 
Bible message on baptism or other topics 1s not limited only to those 
people who have a string of degrees after their names. At the same 
time, however, every one of us should remember that we are human -- 
fully subject to every limitation and foible that afflicts the human race. 
It 1s as easy for us to step into the trap of 'single-issue religion’ as It 1s to 
step into 'single-issue politics." If, in an attempt to correct an under- 
emphasis on baptism, we speak of baptism as if it can be seen properly 
as the issue in its own mght, we will have moved to very slippery 
gound. We do well to remember that the New Testament Scriptures 
always insist that we look at Jesus Christ before amd while and after 
we look at baptism. With our eyes firmly fixed on Jesus Chnist we will 
be able to look at baptism (and all other Christian doctrines) and find 
the gospel meaning the Lord intends. 


In all of our study of the gospel we do well to remember that 
"Knowledge puffs up. but love builds up. The man who thinks he 
knows something does not yet know as he ought to know" (1 
Cor.8:1-2, NIV). 

P.O. Box 361, Graton, Califomia 
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Origina} Sin - from page 6 
The Dual Nature of Man 


The two natures of man is simply the good and the evil -- the 
good from God and the ew from Satan. @f these two John said, “He 
who does good 1s of God; he who does evil has not seen God" (3 John 
11). Since neither the good or the evil are able to anmhilate the other, 
man's nature has the characteristics of beth goodness and ewl simulta- 
neously; and this condition must remain as long as the world stands. 

When we speak of the “natural," “camal" or the “outward" 
man, we refer to one who is constituted both good and evil, with evil 
playing the predominant role in the regulation of his thoughts and ac- 
tions. When we speak of the “inward" or "spiritual man, we mean 
him who has overcome the camal nature and predominates the life. In 
reference to underworld spirits, John said, “Little children you are of 
God, and have overcome them; for he who is in you 1s greater than he 
who is in the world” (1 John 4:4). 

Carnal and Spiritual. A point to keep in mind ts that when we 
speak of either of the two natures of man we refer to the condition of 
his nature, whether it be good or bad. The camal man is the "carnal 
minded man," and the spintual mans the “spiritual minded man." Paul 
said "For to be camally minded ts death; but to be spiritually minded 1s 
life and peace. Because the camal mind 1s enmity against God; for it 1s 
not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be. So then they that 
are in the flesh cannot please God" (Rom. 8:6-8). Therefore sin 1s 
spiritual. 

Sin cannot exist in flesh, as such, but rather it dwells in the 
mind which dwells in the flesh. The camal man cannot submit to God's 
ways (law) because that which the cama) nature desires cannot be gra- 
tified by spirituaj things. The flesh finds gratification only in things 
common to the world in which both have their origin. The spiritual 
man whose origin is from above "lusts after the things of the Spirit." 

HAPPY NEW YEAR'! 
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THE END OF THE LAW 


By R. L. Kilpatrick 


When Paul said that "Christ was the end of the law for 
righteousness"’ (Rom. 10:4), two things are normally suggested 
and both suggestions are wrong. First, ‘end of the law" does not 
mean termination or cessation of the law (even though we under- 
stand the Mosaic law is abolished). It simply means that Christ is 
the aim of the law, or the end objective of the law. 

Secondly, "for righteousness’ may at first seem to indi- 
cate that righteousness was at one time by the law but that now 
that faith has come it was not to serve that purpose any longer; 
and that for one to be righteous he must believe in Christ. It is 
true that now one must believe in Christ to become righteous, but 
it was never the case that righteousness came by obedience to the 
ordinances of the old law. The RSV gives Romans 10:4 a better 
rendering: ''For Christ is the end of the law, that every one who 
has faith may be justified" (or made righteous). In other words, 
the law pointed to Christ. He was the aim, end, objective of the 
law of Moses that through faith in Him we might receive the righ- 
teousness of God. Our “end objective" in this article is to discov- 
er the sense in which Clnist was the end of the law. 


SHADOW AND SUBSTANCE 


Probably the most effective way in which God teaches 
spiritual lessons is through biblical typology — with the possible 
exception of the parables used by Jesus, which are but another 
form of types. Those allegories, shadows, and symbols appearing 
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in the Old Testament are called "types" because its heroes and 
historical events were typical of persons and events found within 
the New Tesiament which are called "antetypes"’ and sometimes 
"“archtypes.'' The Old Testament types spoke of things to come, 
and were a form of prophesy; that is, the pe prophesied by fact 
or act instead of by word For example, the act of sacrifice proph- 
esied of the crucifixion. 


To better understand types, it is necessary to parallel the 
known with the unknown in ail cases and then transpose the one 
over the other. It is then necessary to exercise the imagination to 
transfer the physical image to the spiritual. Spiritual truths are 
those mental concepts which exists only in the mind. "And we 
impart this in words not taught in human wisdom but taught by 
the Spirit, interpreting spiritual truths to those who possess the 
Spirit" (1 Cor. 1:3). Those ceremonial ordinances contained in 
the law of Moses had no true meaning within themselves and they 
stood only to represent something still future. They pointed for- 
ward to things to come. Paul said to the Colossians, 


Therefore let no one pass judgment on you in ques- 
tions of food and drink or with regard to a festival 
or a new moon or a sabbath. These are only a 
shadow to things to come; but the substance be- 
longs to Christ (Col. 2:16,17). 


Food,. drink, new moons, sabbaths and such like were 
regulated by ordinances which pointed forward to a future event, 
person, or doctrinal lesson. These were the shadows of things to 
come, but the real substance was Christ. In this connection the 
Hebrew writer said, 


for since the law has but a shadow to the good 
things to come instead of the true form of these 
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realities, it can never, by the same sacrifices which 
are continually offered year after year make perfect 
those who draw near (Heb. 16:1). 


If this passage is to be understood in its broadest sense, 
the wniter is saying that the law of Moses itself was typical. How- 
ever, we understand that the law had other objectives, such as be- 
ing a "schoolmaster" identifying sin, punishment for sin, plus 
others, but even these spoke indirectly of Him who was to come. 
But above all, the primary objective of the law was Christ and the 
true righteousness which was to be found in Him of whom the 
law and the prophets did speak (Rom. 3:21). 


LAW, PSALMS AND PROPHETS 


In Luke 24:44, Jesus said to his disciples, 


These are my words which I spoke to you, while ! 
was still with you, that everything written about me 
in the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and in the 
Psalins must be fulfilled. 


Notice that Jesus makes three divisions of the Old Testa- 
ment, the law, prophets, and Psalms. It has been said that the law 
spoke of the persen of Christ, the Psalms alluded to His suffering 
and the prophets foretold of his resurrection from the dead. 
Whether God intended to portray these events in the three divi- 
sions of the OT may be debatable, but they are the gospel of the 
OT nevertheless. Paul said to the Corinthians, ’*Now I would re- 
mind you, brethren, in what terms I preached to you the gospel... 
that Christ ed for our sins in accordance with the scriptures, 
that he was buried, that he was ratsed on the third day according 
to the scriptures” ({ Cor. 15:1-4). 
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After revealing these Old Testament facts concerning 
Himself, Jesus "opened their minds that they might understand 
the scriptures'’ (Luke 24:47). When Philip found Nathaniel, he 
said ''We have found him of whom Moses in the law and also the 
prophets wrote, Jesus of Nazareth, the son of Joseph" (John 
1:45). It is no wonder that Paul could say, "For whatever was 
written in former days was written for our instructions. . . (Rom. 
15:4), Here is also is the reason why some say that "the Old Tes- 
tament is the New Testament concealed, and the New Testament 
is the Old Testament revealed." Typology is one of the great 
means of testifying of ''Him who was to come." 


OLD LAW, NEW LAW DEFINED 


When we use the terms O/d Law and Now Lav. We do 
not recognize the existence of two law in the same sense in which 
these terms are commonly used by those of the legalistic bent. 
Concisely, we see the "Old Law" as a legal system containing 
laws, precepts, statutes, commandments, testimonies, ordinances 
and truths which were given by God so as to regulate the affairs 
of Israel in the course of their history. In this sense the law was a 
schoolmaster until the coming of Christ (Gal. 3:19). To us the 
new law is the spiritual nature of Christ written on the heart, the 
natural way of Christ's existence. The prophet Jeremiah spoke of 
this kind of law when he said, 


And they shall teach no more every man his neigh- 

bor, and every man his brother, saying, "Know the 

Lord" for they shall all know me, from the least of 

them to the greatest of them, saith the Lord (Jer. 

31:34). 

Just before this, Jeremiah wrote that God would put his 
law within them and write it upon their hearts (see also 2 Cor. 
3:6). 
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The law of Moses was wnitten and engraved on stone, but 
the new law ts contained within the nature of those who have 
faith in Christ and in the form of knowledge. There ts a consider- 
able difference between being written on stone and writien on the 
heart. The difference ts no less than life or death, '. . . for the 
written code kills, but eh spirit gives life’ (2 Cor. 3:6). 

When we realize that the Old Law was typical, this should 
clarify most of the difficulty associated with the difference be- 
twecn the old and new law. The antetype, obviously, cannot be 
the same as the type. Therefore this eliminates the new law as be- 
ing a “legal system" of laws like the law of Moses, and for sure it 
was legal in eve:y respect. As a type, the old law cannot do any 
more than resemble the new antetype. The new law ts spiritual 
and must be supertmposed over the physical — the substance over 
the shadow. This simply means that the new law cannot be a 
composite arrangement of rules and regulations as was the law of 
Moses; if so, then there ts no difference between the type and the 
antetype. 


LAW AND COVENANT 


Many people confisse law with covenant. Law does not 
mean covenant nor does covenant mean law. ‘'Covenant"' ts 
from a Hebrew word that literally means "a cutting" and has ref- 
erence to cutting the sacrificial animal to ratify the agreement and 
to make it binding upon the two parties. The animal was cut into 
two pieces and the covenanting parties walked between the two 
pieces, signifying "let the fate of this animal fall upon us should 
we break the agreement." 

And the men who transgressed my covenant and 
did not kept the terms of the covenant which they 
made before me, I will make like the calf which they 
cut in two and passed between its parts.... (Jer. 
34:18;. see also Gen. 15:7-11). 
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The word "law" is from the Hebrew “torah” which is 
from the root “yarah."' Even though at times the scriptures may 
use the words law and covenant to incorporate the whole Mosaic 
economy, this presents no difficulty as long as each are kept with- 
in their own context. 

A covenant is basically an agreement between two parties 
containing promises and obligations on the part of each party. 
Laws outline and enforce the provisions of the covenant. Law is 
designed to safeguard the agreement. To equate law with cove- 
nant will lead to confusion and misunderstanding. 

The Edenic covenant (or the Covenant of Life) is an ex- 
ample of a covenant in which neither the covenant or the law ts 
any longer binding, except the penalty clause. The penalty clause 
of death in the event of default remains binding upon the whole 
worid, even over those who have no chance to obey the original 
law (Rom. 5:14). The “law of sin and death" (Rom. 8:2) has no 
reference to the Edenic law but only to the natural rule of life un- 
der a violated covenant. 

It is also possible to have a covenant without law. God's 
covenant with Noah concerning the earth's preservation was not 
predicated upon any law as well as the covenant of promise made 
with Abraham (see Gen. 9:9-17 and 12:1-3). 

At Mount Sinai the covenant was agreed upon, the prom- 
ises were made, an outline of the law was given, later ratified, and 
then the main body of laws regulating the covenant was given af- 
ter the covenant had been ratified. In Exodus 19 the covenant 
was proposed and agreed to, and then in chapter 20 the constitu- 
tion of the covenant — the ten commandments was spoken direct- 
ly from heaven. In chapters 20 through 23 the outline of the law 
was given and in chapter 24 the covenant was read in the hearing 
of Israel and then "ratifted with blood” (signed). Beginning with 
chapter 25 through the remainder of Exodus through the book of 
Numbers the details of the skeleton oufline was g:ven during the 
40-day sojourn of Moses on Mount Sinai. This was after the 
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covenant had been made. Surely there is a difference between 
covenant and law. 

When the Hebrew writer said that the new covenant was 
based upon better promises (Heb. 8:6, 7), he was not saying that 
the "new law” was based upon better "promises" as such be- 
cause promises are not contained in law. Promises were con- 
tained in the covenant agreement. The better promises of the 
new covenant is the fact that the legalism of the law is abolished, 
and second, living under the law of grace enables God to exercise 
His attribute of grace and forgive sins ". .. . for | will forgive their 
iniquity, and I will remember their sins no more” (Jer. 31:34). It 
is not the purpose of law to forgive sins. Mercy fmds no place in 
law. (Continued) 


PRETENDERS TO THE THRONE 


By Neal Griffin 


"Pretender", is here defined as one who aspires to a posi- 
tion of authority. There are no legitimate pretenders to the 
throne of God. God occupies the throne of all power and he will 
tolerate absolutely no pretenders. He has made himself very clear 
on this point. When His chosen people elevated a golden calf to a 
worshipful position He vented His displeasure on them. Moses 
received a severe sentence for pretending to be something greater 
than what he was, and Satan plied Eve with the prospect of being 
as" God. Our God is a jealous God. He demonstrated this 
characteristic when He made Herod a meal for the worms. The 
first of the ten commandments clearly indicates that he will not 
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tolerate the worship of other gods. Satan, the great deceiver, is 
busy to overcome God's plan. 

Not all pretenders are aware of what they are doing. Eve 
was deceived. Paul was so deceived that he persecuted the Lord 
of creation. He was not aware, while he was in his puffed up state 
of mind, that he was a pretender while he went about the business 
of enforcing the commandments of men. When men presume to 
enforce their conclusions on others they become the laws makers 
instead of subjects of law. This is presumption of the rankest. 
Paul did not know that he was confusing the laws of men with the 
laws of God, so it 1s all the more conceivable that we are falling 
into the same trap when we meticulously apply our manufactured 
rules of hermeneutics to prove that our conclusions are vita) to 
understanding the Gospel. Pretenders to the throne enlarge upon 
God's entry requirements into His kingdom. They teach for doc- 
trine the commandments of men. We are become pretenders to 
the throne when we insist that anyone who opposes our conclu- 
sions is denying the Gospel. 

It has been suggested that I let God be the judge in these 
matters and I concede the point. He will be the judge regardless 
of what I say or do, but the question that I must answer is, shall I 
not warn my brethren of error that may well cause them to be 
lost? 1 have no choice in this matter. I must warn. I just do all 
that I can to expose error whenever it raises its ugly head. 

The error here addressed ts the divisive spirit which per- 
vades the church of God. The error under consideration here is 
the elevating of men's conclusions to Gospel status. The error is 
the enforcing of conclusions as tests of fellowship, forming parties 
around those conclusions, and excluding all who do not subscribe 
to them. The error here addressed is pretending to the throne of 
God. In plainer language it is attempting, whether wittingly or 
not, to usurp the position of God. Be warned, my brethren. God 
hates arrogance and presumption. Beware! 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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GENERIC CHRISTIAN 


By Monte Baugh 


You too can be a generic Christian. Just as foods and 
drugs are generic, a Christian can also choose to be generic 
(wearing no Christian "brand name"). 

A Christian is a believer in the death, burial and resur- 
rection of the man Jesus, the Christ. A Christian is one who 
places a trusting faith in God and His Sion, Jesus — a trusting 
faith that Jesus’ death has satisfied the penalty for our sins, giving 
us a hope of resurrection to eternal life. A Christian is one who 
acknowledges Jesus as Lord, allowing his/her faith to work in love 
while growing in knowledge and understanding of Jesus and His 
grace, 

Yo be a generic Christian you have to do nothing except 
to think of yourself as simply a Christian, a believer. No longer 
use the names men have chosen to distinguish believers from oth- 
er believers. If you are currently meeting with other "brand 
name" Christians, continue to meet with them but recognize that 
you are one with all believers through Jesus our Savior “that the 
world might believe" (Jn.17). 


One In Christ Ministry 
P. O. Box 10028, Dothan, Alabama 36304 


Editors Note: This group meets periodically in Dothan, Alabama. 
The gathering this year is scheduled for February 13, 14 & 15. 
For further information call 334-677-7064. 
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LEGALISM AND UNITY 
IN DIVERSITY 


By J. James Albert 


Recently in some of the journals I receive there have been 
a number of articles promoting legalism and castigating the idea 
of a unity in diversity. In both cases it it my thinking that these 
writers misunderstand and are advocating positions that are not 
only unscriptural, but detrimental to the cause of Christ as well as 
untenable in practice, Let's take a brief look at each of these is- 
sues. 


LEGALISM 


One writer said "T admit it - I am a legalist. Ifa legalist is 
someone who believes in a literal and strict interpretation of the 
scriptures then I am one. If a legalist maintains that people must 
carefully and even scrupulously follow the scriptures, then I am 
one of them. I see no reason to deny it. After all, it is precisely 
what Jesus taught. And if Jesus was a legalist, then I want to be 


one too", 


Let me tell you that when I use the term "legalist'' 1 am 
not referring to a person who is trying his or her best to under- 
stand God's written word and follow it as closely as possible, I try 
to do that as meticulously and scrupulously as I can. I think ad- 
hering to the commands of the Lord and obeying God's written 
word conscientiously according to our understanding is a way to 
demonstrate our love of God. 

A legalist is a person who thinks he or she s under a writ- 
ten code of law and Is saved by living up to it. A righteous person 
is one who lives up to the code and and both sustains 
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righteousness on that basis. This is not possible. Jesus lived un- 
der the Law of Moses and kept it perfectly, but we don't live un- 
der a legal code like the Law of Moses, one reason being that we 
can't keep a law perfectly so as to be saved. 

We are not under law but under grace. Justification is 
not something we earn, it 1s by divine declaration. It is upon the 
basis of faith in the Son of God. The same writer who penned the 
above recognizes this in the following quote then contradicts him- 
self by preaching another gospel. Note the following quote. 

J am not a legalist in the sense that I believe a per- 
son can be saved by merely keeping the letter of the 
law. No, indeed! It is Jesus who saves. Only by the 
grace of God as revealed in the Lord Jesus Christ 
can we obtain salvation. But, dear reader, I do be- 
lieve that salvation and a right-standing with God 
can only be achieved if we strictly and scrupulously 
obey the commandments of the ord. I admit it - I 
am a legalist. 


Salvation is a gift of God. We don't obtain it. We don't 
achieve salvation and a right standing by strictly and scrupulous- 
ly obeying the commandments of the Lord. It's impossible and to 
attempt to do so is to fall from grace (Gal. 5:4). Jesus Christ is 
our righteousness (2 Cor. 5:21) and it is of him that we should 
boast or brag, not of our being legalists. The Pharisees did the 
latter and thanked God that they weren't like other sinners and 
Jesus did not speak very highly of them. 

Another writer said "You are a legalist' is a charge often 
leveled at those who teach salvation by obedience. My plea is 
‘Guilty as charged.' The Bible is composed of two books. We call 
them the Old Testament and the New Testament. The word tes- 
tament signifies a legal document. One that sets forth the terms 
under which an estate is to be inherited. To fail to meet the 
conditions of the testament is to disqualify one's self, thereby 
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forfeiting all claim to the inhentance. Therefore the words of the 
testament are law as far as the heirs are concerned." 


If this true no one in the first century was saved because 
they had no law book. Where in the scriptures are Matthew 
through Revelation called a New Testament? John said, "For the 
law was given through Moses, but grace and truth came through 
Jesus Christ’ (John 1:17). The above writer is saying, ''The law 
came by Moses and another one came by Jesus Christ." If he is 
correct then we are all doomed because we are disqualifying our- 
selves and forfeiting all claims to the inheritance because none of 
us keep God's commands or follow his written word perfectly.. 
Thank goodness he ts not correct and the new covenant letters are 
personal and not statutory. And above all, thank goodness Jesus 
Christ is the new covenant and by grace through faith we are in 
him. 


UNITY OF DIVERSITY 


It is expected and logical of those who are Jegalists to be 
critical and opposed to the concept of unity in diversity. For 
when they admit that persons do not have to be in complete 
agreement to be in God's fellowship or conform to their exact un- 
derstanding they negate of undermine the ideas relative to legal- 
ism proclaimed in the articles from which the aforementioned 
quotes were drawn. 

So each segment of the churches of Christ has developed 
into a legalistic organization conditioning salvation upon law- 
keeping rather than upon being in Christ and manifesting his 
Spirit. Salvation and fellowship is predicated upon the inter- 
pretations and opinions of men who lead the party. They func- 
tion as prosecutor, jury, and judge and seldom does a ‘'dissenter”’ 
get to present his case or get an objective, sincere nearing. 
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There are two obvious flaws in the position and practice 
of the churches of Christ. One is that it denies the nght of inter- 
pretation and private judgment in reading God's written word to 
brethren in Christ. Each party's leaders have set themselves up 
as the official interpreters of God's written word. But there are 
no official interpreters of God's written word in this day and age 
and no authored interpretations. Who among us will claim? So 
why don't they quit the practice! 

The second obvious ftaw is that there ts not one congrega- 
tion among the churches of Christ in which everyone is in com- 
plete agreement, having exact conforinity Who will say there is, 
or point to one to such a congregation? So if this is the case why 
oppose a concept that you practice? 

A unity of complete doctrinal agreement has never been 
and never will be in this fife. Our unity ts centered in a person, 
not in a doctrinal agreement. Unity in diversity is the only unity 
we can have. It's not false teaching or heresy, but a situation 
where love can come into play and unite us similar to two diverse 
beings (a man and a woman) who are one in a loving relationship. 

P. O. Box 881, Corcoran, California 93212 


FALSE PROPHETS: 
WHO ARE THEY? 


By Dallas Burdette Part 4a 
Part Three of this series developed a brief scenario of Je- 
sus confrontation with the retigious leaders to establish a back- 


ground for a correct interpretation of Matthew 7:15: “Watch out 
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for false prophets. They come to you in sheep’s clothing, but in- 
wardly they are ferocious wolves.” Part Four seeks to analyze the 
next two occurrences of this phrase, “false prophets,” addressed 
by Jesus in Matthew 24:81, 23-24. These two citations follow 
Christ’s last controversy with the religious leaders (Matthew 
21:18—-23:39).' 

Since the phrase “false prophets” appears frequently in 

our religious journals, it is necessary to continue to analyze this 
utterance in the various contexts to see how Jesus employs the ex- 
pression and to whom.” Of the three occurrences of this 
| The religious leaders go by many names—Pharisccs, 
Sadducees, chief priests, clders, scribes, and Herodians—and they 
form a co-operative front line against Jesus and thus can be presented 
as a solitary spirit. The Pharisees, Matthew 9:11,14,34; 12:2, 14, 24; 
15:12; 19:3; 22:15, 34, 41; 23:26; the Sadducees, 22:23, 34; Pharisees 
and Sadducces, 3:7; 16:1, 6, 11, 12; the scribes, 7:29; 8:19; 9:3; 17:10; 
the scribes and Pharisees, §:20; 12:38; 15:1; 23:2, 13, 15, 23, 25, 27, 29; 
the chief priests, 26:14, 59; 27:6; 28:11; the elders, 15:2; the chicf 
priest and elders, 21:23; 26:3, 47; 27:1, 3, 12, 20; 28:11-12; the chief 
priest and Pharisees, 21:45; 27:62; the chief priest and scribes, 2:4; 
20:18; 21:15; the scribes and the elders, (with Caiaphas the high 
priest), 26:57; the elders, chief pricsts, and scribes, 26:21; 27:41. Iam 
indebted to Warren Carter, Matthew: Storyteller, Interpreter, 
Evangelist (Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 1996), 241, for this collation 
of Scriptures. His chapter 15, “Characters: The Religious 
Leaders—Opponents of God’s Will” is extremely insightful (pp. 
229-241. {also recommend Jack Dean Kingsbury, Matthew As Story 
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988), chapter 7, “The Antagonist of Jesus,” 
(pp.115-127), 
‘ For cyamples of the illegal use of this phrase in reference to 
Christians, sec the following journals or books: Tyler Young, “Will 
Great Lakes Christian College Contiuuc to Support False Teachers?” 
in Contending for the Faith 27, no. 3 (March 1996): 12-14; Steve 
Gibson, “Some Common Questions About False Teachers,” in The 
Restorer 10, uo. 11/12 (Noyember/December 199): 17-19; Allen Bailey, 
“Beware of False Teachers,” in Preacher’s Study Notes (Buffalo, 
Missouri: Christian’s Expositor Publications, 1996), 69-82; Homer L. 
King, “Avoid Them,” reprint from 1936, Old Paths Advocate LXVV, 
no. 1 (January 1996):2, 6. 
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construction in Matthew, one discovers that Jesus 1s the only one 
that employs this phrase. The first mentioning of this cliche had 
reference to ethical behavior as taught by the Pharisees and the 
teachers of the law. The second and third occurrence of this 
word group is found in chapter 24 on ‘signs of the end of the 
age.” This reference to ‘false prophets”’ not only relates to ethical 
behavior but also to a denial of Jesus as the Messiah. Jesus, in 
His description of the fall of Jerusalem in AD 70, warns His peo- 
ple against those who would appear as God’s Anointed One 
(Christ) and, at the same time, claim to be true prophets. In this 
vein Jesus says, 


At that time many will tum away from the faith 
and will betray and hate each other, and many false 
prophets will appear and deceive many people 
(Matthew 24:11). 


At that time if anyone says to you, “Look, here is 
the Christ!’ or, ‘There he is!’ do not believe it. For 
false Christs and false prophets will appear and per- 
form great signs and muracies to deceive even the 
elect—if that were possible (Matthew 24:23-24). 


To set the stage for a proper exegesis (interpretation) and 
identification of Jesus’ “false prophets” in Matthew 24, it is neces- 
sary to restate the events leading up to Jesus’ prediction. Since 
words do not stand alone, then. one must consult the events lead- 
ing up to the use of certain words in order to fully grasp the au- 
thor’s intended meaning. Justo L. Gonzalez and Catherine G. 
Gonzalez capture this truth and state it succinctly. 

Most of us assume that if we wish to know what a 

word means, a look in the dictionary will answer 


For a detailed study of Matthew 7:15 in context, sec part 3 of 
“False Prophets: Who Are They?” 
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our question. Obviously, this ts true as far as defmi- 
tions are concerned. But as to what is commun 
cated by that word. we need to look at more than 
the dictionary. Words do not stand alone. They 
are spoken by one person and addressed to 
another.” 


THE tuSTORICAL BACKGROUND OF MATTHEW 24 


The First Major Controversy 


The first major controversy, with the religious leaders, oc- 
curs in Matthew 9. In this chapter, Jesus rebukes the leaders of 
Israel for their “insincerity.” Jesus had just performed a number 
of miracles (chapter 8): [1] He healed a man with leprosy (8:1-4); 
[2] He healed the centurion’s servant (8:5-13); [3] He healed Pet- 
er’s mother-in-law and cast out demons and healed ail the sick 
(8:14-17); [4] He calmed the storm (8:28-34); [5] He heals two 
demon-possessed men (8:28-34); and, finally, He healed a paralyt- 
ic (9: 1-2). 


As a result of these miracles, the leaders of Israel reacted 
negatively toward Mlis healing ministry. Immediately following 
the healing of the paralytic (9:1-2), Jesus reacted strongly toward 
their inner thoughts. Matthew writes: “At this, some of the 
teachers of the law said to themselves, ‘This fellow is blasphe- 
ming!” (9:3). Notice that this accusation of blasphemy was not 
verbalized, but remained within their own “evil minds.” But, 
then, Jesus looked into the inner recesses of their "depraved" 
minds and said: “Why do you entertain evil thoughts in your 
hearts?” (9:4). For the first time in Matthew’s gospel, the reli- 
gious leaders and Jesus have direct contact. 


4 


Justo L. Gonzalez and Catherine G. Gonzalez, Liberation 
Preaching: The Pulpit and the Oppressed (Nashville: Abingdon, 1980), 
94. 
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Jhe Last Major Controversy 


This last controversy takes place during the last week of 
Jesus’ ministry. The following is a brief summary of the events 
that transpired during Jesus’ final week: 


T) The Triumphal Entry (21:1-11) 
e The Cleansing of the Temple (21:12-17) 
e The Last Controversies with the Jewish Leaders 
(21: £8—-23:39) 
e The Olivet Discourse concerning the End of the Age 
(chapters 24-25) 
The Anointing of Jesus Feet (26: 11-13) 
The Arrest, Trials, and Death of Jesus (26: 24-—27:66) 
e The Resurrection (chapter 28) 


Duning this final week (Passion Week), the hostility with 
the religious leaders escalates (chapters 21-23), and they put Him 
to death (chapters 26-27). These leaders continue to see them- 
selves as the lawful leaders of Israel and, at the same time, the le- 
gitimate interpreters of Scripture and the official holders of their 
religious heritage or traditions. Matthew (chapter 21) narrates 
Jesus’ triumphal entry into Jerusalem (21:1-11); Jesus at the tem- 
ple (21:12-17); and the withering of the fig tree (21:18-22). It was, 
according to Matthew, the “chief priest and elders” that ques- 
tioned the authority of Jesus: “By what authority are you doing 
these things?” they asked. “And who gave you this authority?” 
(21:23). 


Again, as in His first major encounter with the religious 
leaders, He exposes them for their hypocrisy. To begin with, Je- 
sus questioned them about the origin of John’s baptism 
(21:24-27). In their response, they revealed their true character in 
the same way that they had manifested when they went out to 
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hear John the Baptist preach in the wilderness (3:7-10). Prior to 
this last great controversy, Jesus had previeusly brought to their 
attention: (1) that their origin did not originate in God, and (2) 
that their allegiance belonged to Satan (John 8:13, 42-44). Fol- 
lowing the narration of this clash, Matthew gives Jesus’ response 
to the "false teachers" (Matthew 2!-22). 


Then the disciples came to him and asked, “Do you 
know that the Pharisees were offended when they 
heard this?” He replied, “Every plant that my 
heavenly Father has not planted will be pulled up 
by the roots. Leave them; they are blind guides. If 
a blind man leads a blind man, both will fall into a 
pit” (15:12-14). 
P. O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 
E-mail: burdettes@mindspring.com 
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Combined bound Volume XXIV & XXV (1996 & 1997) is nearly 
ready, Price for the volume will be $7.50 and we will pay the 


postage. We still have volumes dating back several years. - 
Editor 
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THE PERFECT 
LAW OF GRACE 


By R. L. Kilpatrick 


David said "For the law of the Lord is perfect, converting 
the soul'' (Psa. 19:7). Since "the law of the Lord" has to be that 
which was revealed to Moses, and since the law is ''perfect,'' what 
need would there be for a new law if we insist on having law? It 
would be difficult to improve upon perfection. The new law 
couldn't be more perfect than the old if the first law was perfect. 


Speaking of the law of Moses as a set of precepts, Paul 
said, ''So the law is holy, and the commandment ts holy and just 
and good" (Rom. 7:12); and in verse 14 he said, ". .. we know 
that the law is spiritual.'' So then, instead of searching through 
the New Testament's examples, inferences, patterns and neces- 
sary implications, trying to detect something to make into law, 
why not adopt the one already laid out in clear and unmistakable 
details. We keep saying the New Law is better than the Old Law 
but we haven't even figured out what the New Lawis! Here the 
law of Moses is a law ready-made. It is holy, just, good and also 
spiritual. What more could one ask for? 


The main problem is that we look for a law that does not 
exist. We are not under a legalistic system such as the law of 
Moses, or anything simiar to it. Hear Paul: “For sin will no 
longer have dominion over you, since you are not under law but 
under grace (Rom, 6:14, my emph. RLK). Therefore, before we 
can possibly understand what it means to live under grace, it Is 
essential that we understand that New Covenant does not mean 
New Law. 
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THE WEAKNESS OF THE LAW 


As a legal code the law of Moses was unsurpassed as a ju- 
dicial system. Most world governments have copied the laws, 
statutes and precepts of God's law penned by Moses. In so far as 
regulating the daily affairs of Israel, the law was perfect. 

Yet there is a sense in which the system of laws were not 
perfect. Those laws given to Moses could regulate the physical 
man in every aspect of his social, religious and civic affairs, but 
they could not change the inward man in a way that would influ- 
ence God to declare him righteous on the basis of his personal 
goodness. In other words, law cannot change the Adamic nature. 
As sin dwells in the mind of the flesh, law cannot change a mind 
that is prone to sin. Sin is man's first nature, not his second na- 
ture. Paul was specific when he said, "For God has done what the 
law (weakened by the flesh) could not do" (Rom, 8:3). The good 
intentions of the law could not overcome the acts of mankind that 
made the law of no effect. Law requires perfect obedience. Since 
man cannot render perfect obedience, God sent his Son into the 
world to do "what the law could not do" (bring an end to sin). 
Sin in mankind was inevitable. 

God had to make a sweeping change in the matter of sin, 
if there was to be any hope of salvation. He had to put an end to 
sin!— or we might say that God had to pull the fangs of sin, to 
shield the believer from its devastating effects. Sin is on earth to 
Stay, and as long as unbelieving man sfays on earth he will sin and 
that sin requires the death penalty. ''For the wages of sin ts 
death" (Rom 6:23). But under the New Covenant God said of 
believers, "I will remember their sins no more” (Jer.31:34). The 
Hebrew writer adds the following to the above verse, ''Where 
there is forgiveness of these, there is no longer any offering for 
sin'' (10:18). Again, 

... $0 Christ, haying becn offered once for the sins of 

many, will appear a second time, not to deal with sin 
but to_save those who are cayerly waiting for him_ 
(Heb. 9:29, my underline, RLK) 


43 


Notice that when Christ comes a second time He will not come to 
deal with sin because sin has already been dealt with. Couple the 
above verse with Romans 6:14, ''For sin will no longer have do- 
minion over you, since you are not under law but under grace." 
Also confer with John 5:2 "I say to you, he who hears my word 
and believes him who sent me has eternal life. He does not come 
into judgment but has passed from death unto life." Compare 
this verse with Romans 8:1 where Paul said ‘There ts therefore 
now no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus..." The 
Greek word for judgment in John 5:24 is the same for the word 
condemnafion in Romans 8:1. 

The point is, sin is no longer a factor in the spiritual 
scheme of things. '"Born-again"' Christians have been incorpo- 
rated into the spiritual body of Christ "in whom there is no sn. 
This is the gospel! Bible teachers need to realize just what the 
Good News really is. 

But some will say this kind of Good News foo good to be 
fue. "Do not Chnistians still sin?" they will ask. Yes, we still sin 
but sin is no longer a factor. Listen to Paul: 


What then shall we say to this? If God is for us, who 
is against us? He who dia not spare his own Son but 
gave him up for us all, will he not give us all things 
with him? Who shall bring any charge against God's 
elect? Itis God who justifies; who is to condemn? Is 
it Christ Jesus, who dted, yes, who was raised from 
the dead, whois at the right hand of God, who indeed 
intercedes for us? Who shall separate us from the 
love of Christ? .. .(Rom. 8:31-35). 


WHO SH4SLL BRING ANY CHARGE AGAINST GOD'S 
ELECT? There is only one Being who could bring such a 
charge? God Himself. But Paul has just said, "If God is for us, 
who is against us?" This leaves only Satan. But Satan does not 
have the authority to charge the Christian with anything because 
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believers have been inducted into God's spisitual hall of fame, the 
body of Christ. To charge Christians with sin is to charge Jesus 
Himself with sin because they are one. “It is God who justifies; 
who is to condemn?" Yes, Christians still sin but we have an Ad- 
vocate seated at the right hand of the Father to prevent sin from 
being added to our account. {t does seem too good to be true, but 
this is what makes the gospel the "Good News." This is how the 
New Covenant is based upon better promises. Not only does it 
forgive sins, it eradicates sin! 

In his first letter to the Corinthians, Paul said "The sting 
of death is sin; and the strength of sin is the law" (15:56). Note 
that he had previously said to the Romans "...you are not under 
law but under grace." If the strength of sin is the law, and we're 
not under law, then where ts the power that might affect the 
death of the believer? tt does not exist. Paul said again, ''For the 
law brings wrath, but where there is no law there is no transgres- 
sion” (Rom. 4:13). Now try this strange revelation, ‘sin indeed 
was in the world before the law was given, but sin is not counted 
where there is no law" (Rom. 3:13). Paul was teaching the Ro- 
mans that since there was no law between Adam and Moses sin 
was not charged to their account. 

Now the obvious question ts this: Why did those people 
who lived in the Patriarchal Age die since there was no law, and 
therefore no sin to charge to their account that brings death? 
Paul finishes the thought expressed in Romans 5:13 above, "Yet 
death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over those whose sins 
were not like the transgression of Adam, who was a type of him 
who was to come" (v. 14). Why did they die? Because Adam 
was and is the federal head of the human race who had broken 
the covenant of life given in Eden - "In the day that you eat there- 
of you shall surely die."" What he did the whole husnan race did. We 
all constitute the body of Adam. The sin and consequence was passed on 
to his physical offspring. in other words, the sin of Adam was unputed to 
mankind. This is not as bad as it may seem because: "Then as one man's 
trespass fed to condemnation for all men, so one man’s act of righteous- 
ness leads to acquittal and life for all men” (Rom. 5:19). - (Continued) 
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THE CONTRAST OF NEW 
TESTAMENT WORSHIP 





By Neal Griffin 


Jesus made a distinction between the worship of the two 
covenants in John 4:21f, and the writer of Hebrews emphasized 
the superiority of the gifts and sacrifices of the new covenant. So 
why would anyone wish to return to a system that is inferior? 
Paul alluded to this question in Galatians chapter 5 and pointed 
out the awful consequence of such an attitude: "Ye are fallen 
from grace." 

Yet in spite of these very clear admonitions there are those 
who would impose a ritualistic "worship service" on new cove- 
nant worshipers, Now having made such an accusaton, I 
obligate myself to show, from the scriptures, the nature of new 
covenant worship. Is it something that is performed through 
ritualistic observances at designated places at designated times by 
individuals? Just how much contrast did Jesus have in mind 
when He addressed the Samaritan woman? Scriptures relevant 
to this suggest a radical departure from the old covenant pattern. 
Reference is made to Hebrews 10:25: "Let us think about how we 
may cause one another to love and to do good things" (SEV). 
This passage has direct reference to the public assembly, and if 
there were no other related passages, it would negate the idea that 
the public assembly must observe a ritual of five prescnbed acts. 
How could there be any thinking involved in the observing of pre- 
scribed rituals? The admonition to "think" of ways to build up 
one another. 

There are other scriptural indications of the nature of new 
covenant worship. Consider Romans 12:1: "So, brothers, with 
God's tender feeling, I beg you to offer your bodies as a living, 
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holy, pleasing sacrifice to God. This is true worship from you" 
(SEV). This is the worship in Spirit and in truth that Jesus had 
in mind (John 4:21f). By way of comparison, old covenant wor- 
ship required the giving of a life as was evidenced by the priestly 
letting of blood. This was a shadow of new covenant worship yet 
to come. [ts gifts were inadequate but the gifts of the new cove- 
nant would fill this void. One of these acceptable gifts is the life of 
the priest. This was the startling contrast Jesus had in mind as he 
spoke to the Samaritan woman. It has nothing to do with the 
performing of rituals at a designated place at a designated time by 
designated priest representatives. The place for new covenant 
worship is everywhere. The time ts all the time - every minute - 
every second as befits a living sacrifice. The priests of the new 
covenant are every one of God's new covenant worshipers. Every 
believer is authonzed to offer up acceptable worship in Spirit and 
in truth. 

Another passage which clearly identifies the nature of 
new covenant worship is James 1:27: "What God the Father ac- 
cepts as pure unpolluted service are things like this: Take care of 
children who have no parents. Help widows in trouble. Keep 
yourself pure from the filth of the world" (SEV). This has refer- 
ence to what new covenant worshipers do in the everyday course 
of their lives. This is what the Holy Spirit has revealed about true 
worship. He made no reference to “corporate worship services” 
where rituals are to be observed. If such were needful, wouldn't 
this have been the place to command it? Ritualistic observances 
left the scene when Jesus was nailed to the cross. His death 
blotted out ritualistic ordinances and nailed them to the cross. 

So, in view of these truths, are corporate assemblies au- 
thorwed? Certainly they are, but not for the purposes many as- 
cribe to them. What then is the purpose of assembling? God 
recognized the need for Christian assemblies and authorized them 
in Hebrews 10:25 and clearly indicates the purpose for assem- 
bling: ‘To build one another up to love and good works." If 
God planned for the corporate assembly to be the place where 
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worship in Spirit and in truth was to be offered up, shouldn't this 
have been the place for such instruction? When we enter the 
public assembly our attitudes should not be the same as the atti- 
tudes held by the old covenant priests when they entered the Holy 
of Holies. God dwells not in temples made with bands, When we 
enter the public assembly our attitudes should be that of thinking 
individuals thinking of ways to build up one another. This should 
not be an attitude of reverential awe toward the performance of 
five prescribed rituals which are mandatory in so many denomi- 
nated religious organizations. Have we elevated our public as- 
semblies higher than God intended? Would any one of us dare to 
challenge the prearranged ritual of the “corporate worship ser- 
vice" with an idea of our own thinking? 

I think not. New covenant believers did not assemble to worship, 
but rather, new covenant worshipers assembled to build up one 
another. 

We must be careful to rightly divide the Word of truth in 
this matter for a failure to do so could result in our imposing old 
covenant patterns on new covenant subjects. Paul argues that to 
do so is to fall from grace. 

Piease think on these things. I believe them to be true to 
the word. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 


"IS BAPTISM "ESSENTIAL?" 


By Roy Key Part 1 


Where I grew up this was the question most frequently 
asked in local religious circles. It was asked of us by our Baptist 
and Methodist neighbors. We asked it of ourselves when they 
were not around, though we knew the answer, what it was, is and 
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evermore shall be. We would have been horvified had it been dif- 
ferent and would have been galvanwed into arranging a debate 
for tomorrow night. 


"Essential For What ?" 

We all assumed that we meant "essential for salvation," 
not ''for full obedience to Jesus Christ as Savior and Lord." So, 
we answered one way and our religious neighbors answered 
another. It was years later before the thought ever hit me, "Do 
you suppose we should check the meaning of the word? What 
does ‘essential’ mean?"’ [ couldn't find it in the concordance, so I 
turned to Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, Fifth Edition, which de- 
fines the termn as follows: 

1. Being such in essence, or by reason of its substance or 
intrinsic nature; absolute; as what is essenfal poetry? 2. Ideally 
perfect or complete; as essential bliss. 3. Important in the highest 
degree; indispensable, as in essential foods. 4. Having the nature 
of, or containing an essence... §. Logic. Pertaining to the essence; 
necessary; inherent; as, an essenfal property of matter. {Syno- 
nyms include inherent and intrinsic.} 


"ts This What We Meant?" 

Is this what we meant by insisting, "Baptism is essential 
for salvation?" That it is of the "essence" or shares in the "'na- 
ture" of salvation? That it is "intrinsic" to, and "inherent"’ in, 
forgiveness and reconciliation? That is indispensable” to eternal 
life? That by nature brings union with God-in-Christ? 

And, did our Baptist and Methodist neighbors mean that 
it was perfectly all right to ignore His instructions and do as we 
pleased, should we please to disobey Him? 

The answer is, ''No."" No, that is not what we meant. 
"No," that is not what fey meant. Had we meant "Yes," no 
view of legal dispensationalism could alter an eternal fact. No le- 
gal edits, even God's, change the inherent nature of anything...but 
the law! And for one willfully and deliberately to flout the will of 
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Christ discloses a rebellious nature (or “essence"’) that inherently 
is at war with God, and unchanged could not enjoy divine fellow- 
ship no matter what edict was issued by the Almighty. Legal ¢iis- 
pensationalism cannot alter eternal truth. 

For full obedience to Jesus Christ baptism was “'essen- 
tial."" There was no disagreement on that pomt. The conflict 
arose over the relation of faith to forgiveness and of baptism to 
faith. Our religious neighbors held that justification by faith, and 
baptism is the seal and symbol of it. As they saw it, baptism was 
the initial obedient act of a Christian. As we saw it, it was a legal 
“condition of salvation,” an essential "step" in “the Plan," the 
culminating act in “becoming” a Christian. Nobody wanted to 
do away with it. Everybody wanted it kept in its rightful place. - 
(Continued) 

1201 Timber Top Drive, Rogers, Arkansas 72756 


NORMAN L. PARKS, Murfreesboro, Tennessee, died Decem- 
ber 23, 1997 of congestive heart failure. He was 93 years old. 

This notice to our readers comes a little late, but I have 
just learned of it myself after reading the Christian Chronicle. 

Bro. Parks was truly a servant of God who left his mark 
on the brotherhood as well as upon society in general. He earned 
his Ph.D. in Political Science and was for several years senior edi- 
tor for the Nashville Tennessean. He was chairman of the politi- 
cal science department at Middle Tennessee State University, 
Dean of David Lipscomb University from 1934 to 1942, taught at 
Cordell Christian College, George Peabody, and Vanderbilt Uni- 
versity. Bro. Parks authored several articles on current political 
affairs that appeared in The New York Times, The Nation, New 
Republic and other magazines and newspapers. He also wrote 
religious essays and studies that appeared in religious journals — 
including the Ensign. We printed several of his articles in booklet 
form, such as Women's Place in Church Activity, Women in the 
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Church, Jesus Versus the Eldership, and Restoration and Medels of 
the Church. These are still available. Norman was a good sup- 
porter of the Ensign. We extend our deepest sympathy to his wife 
and family. - Editor 

Bound volume for 1996/1997 is now ready and will sell for 
$7.50 postage paid. We now have four volumes on hand span- 
ning the years 1990 through 1997, 

Free booklets on hand include "The EKKLESIA and 
Christian Leadership" by Robert Hach. "Jesus versus the Elder- 
ship" by Norman Parks. "Restoration and Models of the 
Church" by Norman Parks. "It Shall Not Be So Among You" 
by Norman Parks. "The Coming Reformation" and "The Au- 
thority Totem" by Carl Ketcherside. and "The New Testament 
Ekklesia and the Institutional Church" by Jeff R. Rada. If you 
can help with the postage it would be appreciated - Editor 


"YET MERCY TRIUMPHS 
OVER JUSTICE" 
(OR DOES IT?) 


By Harold Key 


That is the question that was at the center of the debate 
that climaxed last night (February 2) in the death chamber at 
nearby Huntsville, when the prison spokesman stated: ''Carta 
Faye Tucker has been executed at 6:45 P.M. by the State of Texas 
for capital crimes." 

It was a media event. Hundreds of TV cameras amd re- 
porters from around the world were on hand. Thousands of peo- 
ple were crowded outside the prison walls. Millions of others 
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were listening and watching. Local network programming 
switched "live" to cover the death event. 
Fourteen and a-half years ago, twenty-four year old Carla 


Faye Tucker was convicted of a honible crime. Shortlly after be- 
ing sentenced to death she professed to being “bom again" 
through Jesus Christ. Many people questioned her sincerity. 
" Jailhouse religion!" 

The wheel's of justice ground very slowly--for fourteen 


and a-half years. Some who were closest to her said it was a 
genuine conversion. They claimed that there had been a real 
change in her. The former drug-addicted, prostitute, pickax 
murderess had been transformed into a repentant, beautiful, lov- 
ing caring, child of God. Really? 

The judicial system, from the local courts all the way to 
the United States Supreme Court, declared that had no bearing 
on Carla Faye Tucker's case. So did the Texas Board of Pardon 
(which has never commuted a death sentence for anyone). So did 
the governor of the State of Texas. They all said, We have a law. 
If anyone breaks the law, they must suffer the consequences, re- 
gardless of race, or gender, or religious experience." 

So she was executed amid tears and cheers. I must con- 
fess that I had few tears for Carla Faye Tucker. But I had, and I 
have, many tears for those who cheered. 

I rejoice for all who come to see and feel the enormity of 
their sin and wretchedness before God and realize their only hope 
is in Jesus Christ who gives new life. 

I sorrow for all who do not believe that. I sorrow for all 
who have never seen and felt the enormity of their sin and 
wretchedness before God. And it will make little difference in 
eternity whether they were religious or irreligious. 

I sorrow most of all for those take refuge in "the law." 

I rejoice that unparalleled media coverage brought world 
attention to the claim (the gospel) of Jesus that he actually 
changes any sinner who repents and trusts their all to him. I 
know the attraction was the sensational aspects of that woman's 
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gory crimes and her “bom again" claim. But who would have 
ever dreamed that for the last two weeks hardened news people 
would be absorbed in covering the question of whether or not Je- 
sus Christ has really changed that woman? 

They found the answer in their question. Jesus had. 
Think about it! Reporters, not preachers, holding world atten- 
tion as they confirmed the power of the gospel of Jesus Chnist! 

Note that one secular reporter who witnessed the actual 
execution had emotional difficulty in describing her last moments. 
What they found to be astonishing was her peace as she readily 
agreed to the horrendousness of her crimes (repudiating all ex- 
cuse whatever) as she rejoiced in the forgiveness of her sins by 
God; as she asked the families of her victims to also forgive her 
(praying they too would fmd peace); as she expressed love to ev- 
eryone; as she exhorted them to be faithful to the Savior; and in 
her very last words, "I am now going to be face to face with 
Jesus." 

What do you think? Did Carla Faye Tucker fmd that 
mercy triumphs over justice? This is the fundamental issue in re- 
ligion. If mercy does not, then "Gospel!" is a farce If not, then 
"The Law" has the last word. The last word for Carla Faye 
Tucker. And the last word for you. 

Yet I suspect there are people of some religious persuasion 
who are pnmarily concerned with technicalities. In her claim to 
have received Jesus, the most important question to them will be, 
"But did she follow God's law of pardon correctly?" O my poor 
friend, if you are such a questioner, 1 weep most of all for you. 
You have missed what this world wide news event was all about. 
And what is even worse, you are missing what the gospel itself is 
all about! 

The issue (and what the world audience needed to know) 
is whether or not Jesus saves by actually changing one at the very 
core of her/his being. Can an evildoer realy be changed? Is that 
what Jesus Christ does? Is being “born again" the oansforma- 
tion of the believer's heart which results in a real transformation 
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of her/his outward life? The “good news" that the world desper- 
ately needs to hear is that Jesus Christ really does. That he has 
indeed changed your heart and mine, and they can see that clear- 
ly demonstrated in our behavior. They need to know beyond a 
doubt that Jesus really does change sinners into saints. 


That is what the world needed to see, and did see, these 
past two weeks in Carla Faye Tucker. 


Do you not know that the unrighteous will not in- 
herit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived. 
Neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, 
nor homosexuals, nor sodomites, nor thieves, nor 
covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor extor- 
tioners will inherit the kingdom of God. And such 
were some of you. But you were washed, but you 
were sanctified, but you were justified in the name 
of the Lord Jesus and by the Spirit of our God (1 
Cor. 6:9-11). 

Praise God! 
4026 Coapites Street, Pasadena, Texas 77504 


FALSE PROPHETS: 
WHO ARE THEY? 


By Dallas Burdette Part 4b 


Thrust Statement: False prophets are those who reject Christ as 
God's way of salvation. 
Scripture Reading: Matthew 7:15; 24:1, 24! 


stated. 


All Scripture citations are from the NIV, unless othecwise 
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After their refusal to answer his question about John’s 
baptism, he responds with three parables that condemn these 
dishonest leaders: [1} The Parable of the Two Sons; [2] The Par- 
able of the Tenants; and [3] The Parable of the Wedding Ban- 
quet. In the first parable, he rebukes them for their refusal to 
change their minds and believe, even though they had seen God 
at work in Him. As one reads Matthew’s narrative of the events, 
one cannot help but wonder if the readers did not reflect upon 
these same leaders in the prologue to his gospel. 

When he [Herod] had called together all the 
people’s chief priests and teachers of the law, he 

asked them where the Christ was to be born. “In 

Bethlehem in Judea,” they replied, “for this is what 

the prophet has written: ‘But you, Bethlehem, in 

the land of Judah, are by no means least among the 

rulers of Judab; for out of you will come a ruler 

who will be the shepherd of my people Israel’” 


(2:4-6). 


In the second parable, Jesus demonstrates that the leaders 
of Israel failed to meet their responsibilities to God. Even when 
God sent His Son, they rejected Him. With these parables, Jesus 
places the religious leaders in the history of rejeetion of God’s 
Anointed One. God is now giving the vineyard to those who will 
accept Jesus. Matthew makes known to his readers that the 
leaders knew that these parables were spoken against them. In- 
stead of repentance by the leaders, they looked for a way to ar- 
rest Him. 

In the third parable, Jesus makes the same point about the 
relationship of the religious leaders and God’s kingdom. This 
parable is a direct rebuke against the leaders. The major themes 
are: [1] The king prepares a wedding banquet ; [2] those invited 
find excuses not to attend and kill those sent with invitations; [3] 
the king responds by destroying their city as punishment (Jesus 
develops this more fully in Matthew 24) and invites outsiders to 
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attend, and, finally, [4] the leaders are warned that if they do not 
dress property, they will be thrown out. 


The Conspiracy of Religious Leaders 
Now, four scenes follow this parable in which various 
combinations of the religious leaders combine their efforts to de- 
feat Jesus and to put an end, once and for all, to this supposed 
troublemaker. 


Pharisees and Herodians. 
The first scene involves the Pharisees and the Herodians. 
These two groups schemed together to try to silence Him. They 
tried to entrap Him over the payment of taxes to Caesar. 


Sadducees 
The second scene involves the Sadducees questioning Him 
about marriage at the resurrection. 


Pharisees and Sadducees 
The third scene involves their efforts to entrap Him over 
the greatest commandment in the law. 


Pharisees 

The fourth scene involves the gathering together of the 
Pharisees. Jesus took advantage of this occasion and asked them 
to answer the question: “What do you think about the Chnst? 
Whose son is he?”, but they refused to answer. Surely, the read- 
ers of this gospel must have recalled this same question to the 
apostles. 

During this conflict, Jesus sums up two traits that have 
been evident throughout this battle: “You are in error because 
you do not know the Scnptures or the power of God”. Following 
this final conflict with the religious leaders, Jesus summanies 
their faults and addresses them as “hypocrites” and “bind gui- 
des” (chapter 23). In this brief explanation of the leaders, He 


6 


warns His disciples not to copy them: “So you must obey them 
and do everything they tell you. But do not do what they do, for 
they do not practice what they preach”. This twenty-third chap- 
ter details one of the most graphic descriptions available in all of 
Scripture about the decadence of Israel’s leaders. Jesus issues 
seven woes to the religious leaders . Before enunciating the seven 
woes, He, like a bolt of lightening, goes to the very core of their 
rituals; “Everything they do is done for men to see”. The seven 
woes are devastating to these leaders, but true. I am including the 
seven woes in order that the reader may follow the context of 
Matthew 24:11, 24 to ascertain beyond the shadow of a doubt as 
to whom Jesus had in mind when He spoke of “false prophets” 
following this stinging condemnation. 
I, “Woe to you, teachers of the law and Pharisezs, 
you hypocrites! You shut the kingdom of heaven in men’s 
faces. You yourselves do not enter, nor will you let those 
enter who are trying to (23:13-14). 
2. “Woe to you, teachers of the law and Pharisees, 
you hypocrites! You sravel over land and sea to win a 
single convert, and when he becomes one, you make him 
twice as much a son of hell as you are” (23:15). 
3. “Woe to you, blind guides! You say, ‘If anyone 
swears by the temple, it means nothing; but if anyone 
swears by the gold of the temple, he ts bound by his oath.’ 
You blind fools! Which is greater: the gold, or the temple 
that makes the gold saered? (23:16{f). 
4, “Woe to you, teachers of the law and Pharisees, 
you hypocrites! You give a tenth of your spices-—sint, dill 
and cummin. But you have neglected the more trmportant 
matiers of the law--justice, mercy and faithfulness. You 
should have practiced the latter, without neglecting the for- 
mer. You blind guides! You strain out a gnat but swallow 
a eamel (23:23-24). 
5. “Woe to you, teachers of the law and Pharisees, 
you hypocrites! You clean the outside of the cup and dish, 
but inside they are full of greed and self-indulgence Blind 
Pharisee! (23:25). 
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6. “Woe to you, teachers of the law and Pharisees, 
you hypocrites! You are like whitewashed tombs, which 
look beautiful on the outside but on the inside are full of 
dead men’s bones and everyting unclean. (23:27). 

7. “Woe to you, teachers of the law and Pharisees, 
you hypocrites! You build tombs for the prophets and 
decorate the graves of the righteous” (23:29; full text is 
23:29-39). 

In this conversation against the religious leaders, Jesus 
castigates the leaders as “blind” five times, and castigates them as 
“hypocrites” six times. They do not understand the important 
things in God’s revelation. These leaders do not go for inner pu- 
rity, but are content with externals. They were faultless in their 
observance of their rituals, but they were short on “justice, mercy 
and faithfulness”. This inner decay is still prevalent among many 

so-called Christian leaders today. Jesus confronted head-on the 
full-fledged, legalistic, ritualistic, and hair-splitting leaders. 

As Matthew concludes his gospel, he tells about a conspir- 
acy on the part of the leaders to eliminate Jesus. 

Then the chief priests and the elders of the people as- 
sembled in the palace of the high priest, whose name was 
Caiaphas, and they plotted to arrest Jesus in some sly way 
and kill him “But not during the Feast,” they said, “or 
there may be a riot among the people” (26:3~4). 

They themselves do not openly arrest Jesus but employ 

Judas for this clandestine operation . Then, they hide behind a 

crowd that they send to arrest Him. Even in the trial they employ 

false testimony and false witnesses to gain conviction. They also 

accused Jesus of blasphemy. Then, while on the cross, they 

mocked Him They even went so far as to frustrate, at least in their 

eyes, the resurrection by sealing and guarding the tomb 
‘Conclusion 

Throughout the gospel of Matthew, the religious leaders 
are presented in a very unfavorable light. Their sole purpose was 
to oppose God’s will by putting Jesus to death. Jesus acknowl- 
edges that they have no God-given mandate to lead the children 
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of Israel; in fact, they were the children of Satan. Jesus accuses 
them of being of the Devil. These leaders are so corrupt and evil 
and dishonest that they cannot recognize the power and presence 
of God’s initiative in the history of salvation. Jesus held them re- 
sponsible for the destruction of Jerusalem. Following His seven 
woes, Jesus foretells of the destruction of their city (chapter 24). 
Is it any wonder that Jesus warned His disciples about the reli- 
gious leaders in Matthew 24. Yes, Jesus, in His first recorded ser- 
mon forewarned His disciples: “Watch out for false prophets. 
They come to you in sheep’s clothing, but inwardly they are fero- 
cious wolves”, and in His concluding message, He puts them on 
notice that “many false prophets will appear and deceive many 
people." 

I do not have a desire to attack those who, in sincerity, 
apply the Matthew 7:15 and 24:11, 24 to Christians that often 
disagree with the “party cry” of the twenty-five or more divisions 
within the Churches of Christ. But, there is a need, I believe, to 
guard against interpretations that may not, for all their sincerity, 
ring true to the biblical! revelation itself. But often, their subjec- 
tive interpretations and dogmatic approaches do much to deny 
the very Scriptures they claim to uphold. Christians should be 
very careful about superimposing upon a text their own specu- 
lative and subjective interpretation in order to avoid the very er- 
ror that Jesus condemned the religious leaders. May God help us 
not to apply these Scriptures to believers who hold to the use of 
Sunday school, individual communion cups, wine, grape juice, 
manner of breaking the bread in the Lord’s Supper, the treasury, 
Bible colleges, instrumental music, and so on. !n concluding this 
study on Matthew 24:11, 24, one must again ask himself or her- 
self the question: "How did Christ employ the stinging phrase?" 
(to be continued) 
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DEAD TO THE LAW 


By RL. Kilpatrick 
THE MEANING OF DEATH 


Death, whether it be physical or spiritual, is separation. 
James said "For as the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith 
apart from works is dead" (Js. 2:26). In the parable of the Prodi- 
gal Son, the father said, "For this my son was dead, and is alive 
again. He was lost and is found" (Luke 15:24). The son wasn't 
dead physically, but he was removed from the presence of his fa- 
ther. The conclusion can only be that when man becomes alien- 
ated from the favor of God he dies the spiritual death. Sin 
separates. ''But your iniquities have separated between you and 
your God, and your sins have hid his face from you, that he will 
not hear" (Isa. 59:2), All whose sins have not been removed 
through faith in Christ remain in sin and therefore in a state of 
spiritual death, as well as being under the sentence of physical 
death. Adam and Eve died the spiritual death when they com- 
mitted the first sin — signified by being driven from the Garden of 
Eden, separating them from God (Gen. 3:22-24). At this time 
they also became mortal beings, subjects of physical death, and in 
the course of time God called them to account and the execution 
was carried out. 

But now we are discharged from the lew, dead to that 

which held us captive, so that we serve not under the old 

written cede but in the new life of the Spirit (Rom. 7:6). 


God has consigned all things to sin (Gal. 3:22). Sin is the 
transgression of the law (1 John 3:4). Ajl have sinned and fall 
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short of the glory of God (Rom. 3:23). The wages of sin is death 
(Rom. 6:23). Therefore, to be held in captivity to law is to be un- 
der the dominion of law, and to be under the dominion of law is 
to be under the sentence of death. But now "sin will have no de 
minion over you, since you are not under law but under grace" 
(Rom. 6:14). The Christian has died to the law, but keep in mind 
that it is the Christian who has experienced the death and not the 
law. The law is abolished in the sense that it no longer has the sin- 
ner in its control. To be under law is to be under sin and to es- 
cape law is to escape sin. If the sinner is removed from one law 
only to be placed under another, he its stillin sin. If a law, such as 
the law of Moses be incorporated into the new covenant he has 
neither escaped law nor sin and because of the weakness of the 
flesh he will sin. "But when the time had fully come, God sent 
forth his Son, born of woman, born under the law, to redeem 
those who were under the law, so that we might receive adoption 
as sons'' (Gal. 4:4, 5). If the law was such a good thing, why did 
God remove them from it? But Paul has declared emphatically 
that we are "free from the law of sin and death" (Rom. 8:2). 

Being "dead to the law" does not mean that the law ts 
dead, for it is the regenerated man who has died to the law. Death 
here has reference to being separated from the controlling influ- 
ence, or dominion over the new life. It is in this sense that the law 
is abolished, it is not annihilated 

When we speak of law in this connection, we should not 
restrict ''law™ to mean only the law of Moses. We mean ALL law 
— except the "law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus'' (Rom. 8:2). 
The law of Moses is that which ‘came in besides," ‘‘added,'' and 
it coming in did not set aside the universal law of "sin and 
death." In fact, the law of Moses is that which gave definition to 
the law of sin and death. The Gentiles were never under the law 
of Moses, and what Paul teaches in Romans and elsewhere ap- 
plies to the Gentiles as well as the Jews. Therefore Gentiles can 
never be removed from the law of Moses because they were never 
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under the law of Moses. However, that which the law attempted 
to call forth in man, that is, righteousness is a universal demand 
that applies to all. Righteousness is not something unique to the 
Mosaic law, it has always been true in every dispensation. And- 
ers Nygren, in his commentary on Romans has these appropriate 
comments 


To Paul there can be no thought of the law dying. It is not 
a case of the Christian's demsien to regard the law as re- 
pealed and nonexistent No one is really "freed from the 
law" in any such way; the claim of the law would continue 
undiminished. Nor can it be said that, with the corrang of 
Christ, the law was outdated and abolished. The law con- 
tinues, and it constantly lays it claim on man, regardless 
of whether he acknowledges it or not. One does not escape 
the away of the law by neglecting tt mandate. The law 
does not die. There is only one way to liberation. Only in 
the fact that the Christian has died with Christ is he really 
and truly set beyond the realm of the law. 


True righteousness was lost in Adam. The law of Moses 
made the fact known and called for a return to this righteousness. 
It at the same time showed that the whole world was under the 
wrath of God and under the rule of sin and death. Paul said "the 
very commandment which promised life proved to be death to 
me" (Rom. 7:10). But life was only predicated upon perfect obe- 
dience which was impossible, therefore, death was as certain as 
being born. The carnal nature of man is never reborn and it 
therefore remains under the law of sin and death. Since the “old 
man" is never far away, this means that the law is never far 
away; and it desire is to reclaim its lost victims. And surely it 
would except for our "shield of faith” in Christ. Paul has his own 
unique way of saying these things. 


So I find it to be a law that when I want to do right, evil lies 
close at hand. For I delight in the law of God in my 
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inmost Self, but I see in my members another law at war 
with the law of my nind and making me captive to the law 
of sin which dwells in my bedy (Rone 7:21-23). 


The Christian ts captive to the law only in the sense that 
he still resides in the body. Note especially in the above passage 
that Paul does not say that the law of sin resides within the inner 
man, but in the fleshty man, as in verse 25. 


This ts why that sin has no power in the life of the Chns- 
tian, because he ts not under law, and where there is no law there 
is no sin, for sin is not counted where there is no law (Rom. 6:14; 
4:15; 5:13). 


THE WARFARE IN THE FLESH 


Understanding the warfare which is waged within the 
flesh, 1e., the contradictions, tensions, and conflicting desires 
within himself, led Paul to cry out, ‘Wretched man that I am! 
Who will deliver me from this body of death" (Rom. 7:24), In the 
next chapter he points out that Christ is the one who can deliver. 
But until this takes place the two men — the inward and outward 
man — must continue the warfare. In the meantime Paul says, ''] 
of myself serve the law of God with my mind, but with my flesh I 
serve the law of sin" (v. 25). 


In the above verse Paul places the cause of sin squarely on 
the fleshly man, not on the inward man. The spiritual man serves 
God with his mind, and while in this state he is free from sin, law, 
and death. Paul also teaches here that when the body is “put off" 
the sins committed by the external man is put off with it. This 
terminates the warfare between flesh and spint, but until then the 
carnal man lives under the law of sin and death while the spiritual 
man lives under the law of the spint of life in Christ. 

2710 Day Road, Huntsville, Alabama 35801 
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"TS BAPTISM 'ESSENTIAL?"™ 
A TECTONIC SHIFT 


By Roy Key Part 2 


Differences over what we came to call "the design of bap- 
tism" but ultimately among ourselves. The negative response to 
Alexander Campbell's Lunenburg Letters reveals a contention 
that has been around since our beginnings: ''There are no Chris- 
tians in the sects!" Most of our pioneers, though, never ques- 
tioned the existence of Christians beyond our circle. Their 
consuming passion was to uatfe them under the lordship of Jesus 
Christ. 

It was later that we upended the motto of "Not the only 
Christians, but Christians only." Our claim became, "Not Chris- 
tians Only, but the Only Christians."" The passion for unity (our 
original end) was replaced by "restoration of the ancient order" 
(the means to that end). It was no longer our common faith in 
Chnist that united us, but our adherence to creedal statements of 
"sound doctrine."" "Love of the truth'' was now "loyalty" to 
"sound doctrine."" And, "abiding in the truth" was adhering to 
"the ancient order" and current creed. 


Early Sheck 


Giving momentum to this tectonic shift were those who 
not only affirmed that the unimmersed could not be "Christian." 
but neither could those who were immersed.... unless they did it 
understanding that it was "for the renussion of sins. " The ''de- 
sign’ continued to balloon until it included the specific intent "to 
get into the ‘body,"’ and "the Body meant us. No other. "The 
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Church of Christ." We stressed "the design of baptism" until we 
strained the fabric of our own fellowship. 

The first debate I ever read was between two Church of 
Christ editors, one from the Gospel Advocate (J. C. McQuiddy). 
the other from the Fir Foundation (John S. Durst). As a teen- 
ager I was fascinated by the argument and for awhile feared that 
my own Salvation lay in a true discernment of who was right and 
who was wrong, 


Durst challenged the long-time view held by forebears 
such as Lipscomb, Sewell, Harding, and later, Kurfees, Arms- 
trong, Brewer and still others. McQuiddy simply affirmed what 
we had long believed. The proposition were as follows: 


Durst: "A belief that baptism is for the remission of sins 
is essential to its validity. 


McQuiddy: "Persons who at the time of their baptism 
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, who repent of 
their sins and are baptized to obey God, receive scriptural bap- 
tism, although they do not at the time understand that baptism is 
unto the remission of past sins." 


Aftershocks 

As Campbell discussed both the "mode" and "design" of 
baptism with Walker, McCalla and Rice, we debated with pedo- 
baptist and Baptist alike, while ultimately turning our heavy arti 
lery inward. With the Durst-McQuiddy debate the matter of 
"design" became an instrument of internecine war. "Remission 
of sins’ was no longer God's gracious gift, but part of the divine 
command and our necessary obedience to it. 


David Liposcomb pointed out that in Acts 2:38, Peter said 
"for the remission of sins and the gift of the Holy Spirit.” Why 
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split the apostle'’s words right down the middle? Why not be 
consistent and declare, "Unless one believes that baptism ts ‘for 
the remission of sins and the gift of the Holy Spirit,’ is it not 
valid?" Lipscomb went on to point out that if there is a design as 
such, it is "to get ‘into Christ.'"' 


Focus Of Chnstian Baptism 


I have just read Kk. C. Moser's Gist of Romans, the recent 
gift of a friend who thought | would appreciate it. I did. Moser 
highlights a vital truth that neither of the above propositions in- 
clude: "One must submit to Christ as sinoffering to be saved by 
Him" (p. 8). 


Why did not Paul and Peter simply demand obedr- 
ence to Christ as one in authority? Because they 
knew that Christ saves by way of his death on 
man's behalf, not simply by his authority. The au- 
thority of Christ can be recognized in obedience 
with no thought of his death as a propitiation (p. 9). 


For baptism to be Christian it must focus faith on Christ. 
Christ as God's own Self-Sacrifice. It points not simply to faith in 
God as Creater, Provider or Judge, or to Christ as giver of "the 
New Law," but to God Incarnate giving Himself all the way to 
Calvary. To know Him is to know Him in His unconditional love 
poured out completely, to identify with Him there in His death..., 
but also in His burial and resurrection. 


Lipscomb had it nght, if there is a design, it is ‘union 
with Jesus Christ"... all the way from death to life. This is what is 
"essential," "union with Christ.'’ It is of the ''essence" of ‘'eter- 
nal life." ‘For this is life eternal, to know You, the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ whom You did send" (John 17:3) 
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Question Of The Nature Of God 

Moser repeatedly insists that God is not arbitrary, and 
that the mean of bringing us to Christ are not arbitrary: He fo- 
cuses on a crucial matter. God does not merely want obedience, 
He wants fellowship. He wants a loving Family, not a perform- 
ance of trained humanoids jumping through hoops on command. 
A preacher, insisting on baptism as a "foolish"’ command, bel- 
lowed, "If He wanted to, God could say, ‘Stand on your head, 
look up the chimney and say, Peep, fool peep!'"’ His intent was to 
show that such a "foolish"’ demand tests faith more sorely than a 
"reasonable" or "moral" one. 

That may be true where the design is sheer obedience, not 
loving fellowship That may be true where there ts no desire for 
the maturity of love and understanding. It 2s not true where One 
tells His companions, ''No longer wil I call you servants, for the 
servant does not know what is master is doing; but I call you 
friends, for all that [ have heard from my Father I have made 
known to you" (John 15:15). Whoever regards God as arbitrary 
has seen Him somewhere else, not in Jesus Chnst. - Continued 

1201 Timber Top Drive, Rogers, Arkansas 72756 
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By Elmer Prout 


That blank is hardly a challenge. Say "Daniel" and we all 


know what he was in — the lion's den. We know the lesson as 
well. The courage of conviction. 
"Dare to be a Daniel; 
Dare to stand alone, 
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Dare to have a purpose firm, 
Dare to make it known!" 

Excellent hero story. Sterling example of faith. A neces- 
sary lesson for today's Christians. 

True. But Daniel's courage did not begjn or even center 
in the lion’s den. Long before we find Daniel in the lion's den we 
see Daniel in the dining room. Our view of this man's courageous 
life does not begin in Daniel chapter six but in chapter one. 

The armies of Babylon had destroyed Jerusalem. Daniel 
found himself far from home as a prisoner of war. More than 
that he was selected to be trained for service in the royal court. ft 
was the chance of a lifetime. It was a career path straight to post- 
tion and power. "Upward social mobility’ as we would put it. 

Every need was supplied: housing, proper clothing for the 
job, food from the king’s own table. [t was a magnificent oppor- 
tunity in the greatest empire in the world of that day. Daniel was 
set. Poised for advancement. And, then, Danie] went to the din- 
ing room. | 

"But Daniel resolved not to defile himself 

with the royal food and wine... " 
- Daniel 1:8. 
That refisal was a serious — even, life-threatening — 


breach of Babylon rules. To eat the food from the king's table 
was a sign of willingness to enter a covenantal relationship with 
the king. he chief official's fear (Dan. 1:10) of death is not all 
surprising 7 

When our personal convictions endanger the lives of other 
people it is tempting to ease off for their sake. Why should by- 
standers suffer because of my decision? Why not lighten up a 
bit? Why cause a big problem over a bit of food and drink? 
Why not eat up and let everybody get on with their careers? If 
you want to take a risky stand wait for the lion's den moment —- 
that's the kind of issue that deserves total risk. But here in the 
dining room — no, I'll wait for the real test. .. 
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That's my temptation. Apparently it was not Daniel's. 
Daniel saw that if he ate that food his freedom to act as a faithful 
child of God would have been "preempted by the king" (W. 
Sibley Towner, Daniel, p. 25). ‘Towner continues: 


The food was fit for a king, but in Daniel's judg- 
ment it was not fit for a servant of the King of 
kings.... A Yes at this point would have resulted in 
a significant loss of identity for . . (Daniel) he would 
simply have been another man with a price. In Da- 
niel's No lay his own sharp focus, his own clear 
identity... (Towner, op. cit., p. 28). 


Daniel in the dining room. He was not merely being con- 
trary or finicky. Daniel was being true to God. And, at the same 
time, he was preparing for the day when he would step into the 
lion's den. 

A great story of a man of strong faith. We are impressed. 
And then we look up at this small village where we live — It's 
nothing like Babylon or the power centers of the worid. We look 
at the church we attend — quite ordinary. The homes we come 
from, the stores we shop in, the schools were we study, the places 
where we work ... it all seems and is quite ordinary. As ordinary 
as a dining room. That is the point, isn't it? The life of faith 
starts with the ordinary moments, the daily issues of faithfulness. 
As ordinary as the faithful practice of mutual love and submission 
between a Christian husband and wife (Eph. 5:21ff). As ordinary 
as the faithful exercise of Christian attitudes between parents and 
children (Eph. 6:1-4). As down to earth as letting the light of 
God's will be done in relationships between employer and em- 
ployee (Eph. 6:5-9). 

Small issues? Perhaps. But each issue is a part of a larger 
loyalty to God. These are steps we take as God's people. First 
steps certainly but steps which take us farther on the road where 
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we may face unexpected challenges. But, large or small, we can 
join Eugene Peterson in this prayer: 


J am caught between a desire to please my peers 
and a hunger after your righteousness, O God: 
give me courage to choose your truth and refuse the 
shifting fashions of the age." 

P. O. Box 361, Graton, California 95444 
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ED OF PRAYER 








By Carrel M. Andersson 


We are saddened and angered by the moral decay around 
us. It shocks us to hear of the behavior of some of our national 
politicians. We are dumbfounded by comments of a large seg- 
ment of our society who, when confronted by moral collapse of 
politicians, state flat out, "It doesn't make any difference | am 
supporting them anyway."' It seems that we fail to realize that 
morality among our leaders is not a partisan matter. Our recent 
past tells us that immoral behavior is not partisan. 


Where is our confidence in our belief that faith in God is 
the necessary ingredient in maintaining civilization? is not faith 
in God the driving force behind morality and civilization? In our 
time we have witnessed a dangerous blurnng. Socialogists have 
been reporting for years that there is very little difference in be- 
havior patterns’ between’ church’ people’ and _ the 
population-at-large. 

Many get despondent thinking about the direction our so- 
ciety is heading. However, despondency comes when we take our 
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eyes off Jesus. Scripture instructs us to "fix our eyes on Jesus" so 
that we "will not grow weary and lose heart" (Heb. 12:2). The 
fact is that all the enemies of the Christ will be destroyed and the 
kingdom will one day be handed over to God (1 Cor. 15:20ff). 


The problem is what are we to do in the meantime—until 
Jesus returns? For starters we can stop blinking at sin and begin 
discovering and weeding corruption out of our lives and 
churches. With God's help we can smother our arrogance, pride 
and self interest. In other words, identifying undertying sin and 
repenting is the first order of the day. When the Israelites turned 
to corruption they suffered as a people, However, God always at 
hand to bring about recovery. On one occasion God said, ‘If my 
people, who are called by my name, will humble themselves and 
pray and seek my face and turn from their wicked ways, then will 
I hear from heaven and will forgive their sin and will heal their 
land" (If Chron. 7:14). 

2216 Antietam Avenue, Tuscaloosa, Alabama 35406 


ISMENTAL ACQUIESCENCE 
ENOUGH? 





By Neal Griffin 


The proponents of "faith only" salvation argue that a sin- 
ner can live a life of constant sin and be rewarded with eternal life. 
He can continually covet, continually he, continually steal, con- 
tinually murder, continually commit all kinds of sexual sins so 
long as he mentally assents to the fact of Jesus. He can deny Je- 
sus. He can live a life of drunkenness void of spirituality, never 
producing any fruits of the Spirit, and yet be saved because he 
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mentally acquiesces to the fact of Jesus. He can hear the Word of 
the Father without doing any of it and yet be saved. He can build 
his house on the sand, show no signs of a new birth or renewed 
mind, refuse to follow Jesus, refuse to love anyone but himself, 
hate God and man, worship idols and yet be welcomed into the 
eternal presence of God. This is what the proponents of "faith 
only" salvation teach. But the Holy Spirit reveals that man is not 
saved by faith only (Js. 2:24). In 1 Corinthians 6:9-10 we read 
that evil people will not inherit the kingdom of heaven. 


The Holy Spirit reveals that a believer can live such a sin- 
ful life as to void his faith. This is the message of Romans 1:25. 
This is the message of 1 Timothy 1:19 concerning "shipwrecked" 
faith. [ understand it also to be the message of Revelation 21:8: 
It reads, However, people who are cowards, UNBELIEVERS 
(emph. mine), perverts, murders, sexual sinners, those who follow 
occult practices, idol worshipers, and all liars will be in the lake 
which burns with fire and sulfur. This is the second death." It is 
very clear from this passage that there are others, besides per- 
verts, who will be lost. It is very clear that there are others, be- 
sides murderers, who will be lost. It is clear that there are others, 
besides idol worshipers, who will be lost. You can see where I am 
headed. It is, then, altogether obvious that there are others be- 
sides unbelievers and those others would have to be believers, and 
in this case, believers who are continually guilty of the sins listed.. 
The fact of the matter is that there will be many who cry, "Lord, 
Lord" (mental assenters), who will not be saved, and there will be 
many denied before God who have denied Jesus before men. 


The Holy Spirit proclaims that a life of sin results in eter- 
nal death (Rev. 21:8). Men proclaim that a life of sin results in 


eternal life. Whom shall we believe? 


10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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- JONAH'S ANGER 
VERSUS GOD'S MERCY 






By Dallas Burdette 


Thrust Statement: Judgment is not always eye for eye 
Scritpure Reading: Jonah 3-4 and Romans 5:8-9 
The book of Jonah is one of the most captivating books in the 
Old Testament. When one reads it, one cannot help but smile over tts en- 
raged prophet brooding under God's provisional vine (4:6). One cannot 
help but appreciate the characters in this delightfir] book — the religious 
sailors (1:11-16), the great fish'' (1:17), the repentant citizens of Nineveh 
and the Ninevite king (3:5-9), the vine (4:6), the worm (4:7), children 
(4:11), and cattle (4:11). Jonah is always good for a few smiles, and one 
cannot help but appreciate the literary techniques employed in teBing the 
episode of Jonah and Nineveh. - 
Jonah 
Jonah (782 BC) was an actual figure in history. This fact of his 
authenticity is verified by 2 Kings 14:25: "He [Jeroboam II] was the one 
who restored the boundaries of Israel from Lebo Hamath to the Sea of 
the Arabah, in accordance with the word of the LORD, the God of Israel, 
spoken through his servant Jonah son of Amittai, the prophet from Gath 
Hepher.’ Jonah prophesied that God would expand the kingdom of Jero- 
boam IJ. This prediction of expansionism certainly made Jonah a pop- 
ular preacher to the general public. Also, Jesus the Messiah, over seven 
hundred years later, versfied the historicity of Jonah and the Ninevites in 
His confrontation with the Pharisees and teachers of the law. 
He answered, “A wicked and adulterous generation 
asks for a miraculous sign! But none will be given it except 
the sign of the prophet Jonah. For as Jonah was three 


wow? = 
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of Man will be three days and three nights in the heart of 
the earth. The men of Nineveh will stand up at the judg- 
ment with this generation and condemn it; for they re- 
petted at the preaching of Jonah, and now one greater 
than Jonah is here (Matthew 12:39-41). 

During Jonah's curustry, God cailed him to preach to the city of 
Nineveh, the capital of the Assynan Empire — one of the most dreaded of 
all natjons. The Scriptures record this summons: “The word of the 
LORD came to Jonah son of Amttai: 'Go to the great city of Nineveh 
and preach against it, because its wickedness has come up before me" 
(Jonah 1:1-2). This call no doubt came as a total shock to him. Jonah did 
not want this task of preaching to Israel's enemtes. [n fact, he rebelled 
against this command. 

One cannot help but wonder if he thought God was crazy. One 
can almost hear Jonah say, ‘Surely, God, you must be joking!" Again, 
one wonders if he did not say, ''No way.'’ He wanted God to zap the 
Nuwnevites, Israel's enemies, for their wickedness. The narrator of the 
book of Jonah informs us that “Jonah ran away from the LORD and 
headed for Tarshish. He went dowm to Joppa, where he found a ship 
bound for that port. After paying the fare, he went aboard and sailed for 
Tarshish to flee from the LORD” (Jonah 1:3). Why was Jonah so ada- 
mant? Why did he refuse to go? Would you have refused? Do I hear 
you saying no? Are you telling me that you would not have refused? 
Well, before you make up your mind, let's hear the rest of the story. 

The Nimevites 

In the book of Jonah, Jonah maintains that God can forgive and 
show mercy to anyone who repents. This granting of pardon and lenien- 
cy are exemplified in the book of Jonah. In this treatise, Jonah traces his 
expenences of frustration and anger, and the lessons he leaned about 
love, forgiveness, and mercy. But to fully interpret Jonah's anger at 
God's willingness to forgive the people of Nmeveh, one must sense some- 
thing of the degenerate, depraved mature of the Assyrians. 

The Assyrians were a cruel and heartless people, who thought 
nothing of burying the:r enemies alive, skinning them or impaling them on 
sharp poles alive. Assyria was the most greedy and bloodthicsty nation of 
the ancient world. They would wipe out entire villages — killing men, 
women, and children. They would decapitate their victims and pile their 
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heads at the gate of the city to put fear in all that might think to oppose 
therr power. Assyria had plundered and spoiled their enemies and sys- 
tematically deported them to other regions. Eventually, the ten northern 
tribes of Israel would simply disappear into their jaws, never to be heard 
of again. 

Jonah and Modern Times 

Do you understand more fully now why Jonah did not want to 
go, even though God said go? These people were some of the cruelest 
people on the face of the earth — hard-hearted, pitiless, sensitive, savage, 
ruthless, unkind, and unfeeling. Do you still say, “If God called me, J 
would go”? Let's reverse that call of God to preach to a modern day 
phenomenon, at least to some event that has occurred in the lifetime of 
many of us. To put this in modern terins, it would be like forgiving 
Adolph Hitler. Since the atrocities of Hitler are so well known, How 
could God forgive someone hike that by his simply saying, “I repent’? 
This man was responsible for over six million deaths — men, women, and 
children. How could God forgive someone like Stalin who was responsi- 
ble for over $0 million deaths? This is the dilemma that Jonah faced. 
Now, Do you understand? Did Jonah have a right to be angry with God? 
Should they have been destroyed? 

Can we not identify with Jonah's anger? Do we want mercy 
shown to those who deserve punishment? How do you fee! about the 
Oklahoma bombing? Over 160 people were killed. Do you think for one 
moment that the individuals who lost a husband, a wile, or a child would 
extend forgiveness to the ones responsible? Do you recall the Watergate 
scandal? Yes, well what do you think about the Watergate criminals? Do 
you recollect how easily all these men escaped severe punishment for their 
criminal behavior against the nation? Many of these public officials be- 
came rich through the writing of books about their unlawful course of 
action. 

To bring this message of forgiveness just a little closer home, 
How do you deal with people who violently go against the grain with you 
on religious matters? There they are, walking around, living in luxury, 
cheerful, indifferent, apparently quite pleased with their own stone-blind 
theological positions, at least to you and me, so it seems. One wonders 
how God can let such persons be so misguided, so self-assured, so joyful, 
espectalty when one sees how much damage they do to Christian unity. 
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How do you feel when someone writes you up in their party journal or 
weekly bulletin? Do you wish they would get what's coming to them? 
Yes, may the day hasten! We are very much like Jonah. We want some 
justice now, not later. We want some evidence that God endorses our 
opinions. 
Jonah and Nineveh 
In spite of Jonah's wishes, Nineveh repented. Everyone in the 
immoral city, from the king to the common people, repented. As a result 
of this transformation of heart, God did not bring disaster upon the city. 
They should have been accountable for their sins; they had infhcted hor- 
rors on top of horrors upon so many people, sins of an unspeakable na- 
ture. But they tumed and believed in God, so, perhaps, they deserved 
His forgiveness. How do you feel about Charles Coison's conversion, one 
of the Watergate men? Did God forgive him, of course, He did. Thank 
God for such mercy and compassion. It is unbebevable! God forgives be- 
cause a person repents — saivation for turning. This is the message God 
gave to Ezeidel about backshiding Israel. 
“Son of man, say to the house of Israei, “This is what you 
are saying: “Our offenses and sins weigh us down, and we 
are wastmg away because of them. How then can we 
live?”’ Say to them, ‘As surely as ! live, declares the Sov- 
ereign LORD, I take no pleasure in the death of the 
wicked, but rather that they twn from their ways and live. 
Turn! Turm from your evil ways! Why will you die, O 
house of Israel?’ (Ezelvel 33:10-11). 
God speaks to me, God speaks to you! The message is, “Turn! 
Turn form your evil ways!” Maybe we moder day Jonahs can learn to 
live with that and gladly accept God's forgiveness of anyone who turns 
from his or her evil. Jonah knew about this mercy and forgiveness of 
God even before he went to Nineveh. 


But Jonah was greatly displeased and became angry. He 
prayed to the LORD, “O LORD, is this not what I said 
when I was still at home? That is why | was so quick to 
flee to Tarshish. | knew that you are a gracious and com- 
passionate God, slow to anger and abounding in love, a 
God who relents from sending calamity {Jonah 4:1-2). 
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The interesting thing about the book of Jonah ts that the prophet 
himself never does repent, and yet, throughout the book, he is the constant 
recipient of God's mercy. Given the call to go to Nineveh, he sets out in 
an opposite dtrecfion — Tarshish, two thousand miles away. He is thrown 
overboard, but God miraculously saves him from drowning through the 
rescue of a huge fish He had prepared. We see God dealing with Jonah 
with patience, never in anger. God deals with the angry prophet with 
calmness. He painstakingly maneuvers Jonah — sending him to Nimeveh, 
orving him success in his mission, overlooking his sullang, shading his head 
in his anger, working through a worm and sun to teach Jonah about the 
marvels of mercy and the unlunited nature of God's love. 

Jonah, as far as the record goes, does not repent, but God does 
not give up on him. We moder Jonahs do not repent, but God doesn't 
give up on us either. Instead, He sent his Son to reconcile us to Humnself. 
His Son goes to Jerusalem to die a forgiving death for us that we do not 
deserve; in His mercy, he forgives us our hatreds and our pride and our 
blind inflexibility. The God that exhibited mercy to the Ninevites extends 
mercy and forgiveness to us through Jesus Chnst. Paul addressed this ts- 
sue of forgiveness in the Roman letter. He forcefwlty set forth this truth of 
mercy and compassion and forgiveness when he wrote: 


But God demonstrates his own love for us in this: While we 
were still sinners, Christ died for us. Since we have now been 
justified by his blood, how much more shall we be saved from 
God’s wrath through him! For , when we were God’s en- 
emies, we were reconciled to him throagh the death of his Son, 
hew much more, having been reconciled, shall we be saved 
through his life! Not only is this so, but we also rejoice in God 
through our Lord Jesus Christ, through whem we have now 
recerved reconciliation (Romans 5:8-11). 


God love is not ‘eye for eye'' — the justice that all of us Jonahs 
deserve. No, while we are yet sinners, Paul declares, that Chnst died for 
us. And for that reason, and that reason alone, you and { can live. Thank 
God for His demonstration of love, mercy, compassion, and kindness to- 
ward us Jonahs. 
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THE PELAGIAN THEORY 


By RL. Kilpatrick 


Around the 4th Century A.D., a Bible scholar of some re- 
pute, named Pelagius, began to teach that there was no original 
sin, that ‘choice’ was not lost in Adam, that all mankind are 
born into the world in an absolute state of perfection, and that no 
one derived his sinful nature from Adam nor his guilt. He also 
taught that man, then, now, and always has had the freedom of 
will to choose to sin or not to sin, just as with Adam before his fall. 
Peiagius' contemporaries rejected his teachings and the church of 
his day declared them herencal. 


In spite of the fact that the majority of reputable Bible 
scholars down through the ages have rejected such teachings. 
they still exist today. Even within the church we have advocates 
of Pelagianism. It is taught that physical death is the result of be- 
ing denied "access" to the tree of life, therefore, instead of physi- 
cal death being a penalty for sin, it is the "censeguence” of sin, 
i.e., the natural result of not having a way provided to the literal 
tree which would sustain life. It is no wonder that such teachings 
were declared heretical! 


Paul said in 1 Corinthians 15:21, 22 “For as by a man 
came death, by a man has come also the resurrection of the dead. 
For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all be made alive." 
As in Adam all die! In other words, as we are all a part of the 
body of Adam we die for the same reason he died! This includes 
both physical and spiritual death. But how do other scholars un- 
derstand this passage? Commenting on this verse Hodge says: 


82 


This however, only proves that the death of which Adam 
was the cause includes physical death, and that the life in 
Christ which is the cause includes far more than the life of 
the body, so the death which flows from Adam includes far 
more than physical death. (he continues on verse 22) 

Union with Adam is death; union with Christ ts the cause 
of life. In both cases it is a representative and vital union. 
We are in Adam because he ts our head and representa- 
tive, and because we partake of his nature through the in- 
dwelling of his spirit. Adam therefore is the cause of death 
because his sin is the judicial ground of our condernna- 
tion; and because we derive from hima corrupt and en- 
feabled nature. Christ is the cause of life because his 
righteousness is the judical ground of our justification; 
and because we derive from him the Holy Spirit which is 
the source of life both to body and soul (Commentary on 1 
Corinthians). 


Unless the sin of Adam be the cause of physical death, 
then, we can see no judicial ground for the death of mankind. 
Physical suffering and death cannot be merely a natural "con- 
sequence," for such suffering and death must be in harmony with 
God's Divine attribute of "justice." There is no justice in allow- 
ing an innocent child, for example, to die unless in some way 
"guilt" is associated with humanity. 

Hodge comments further on verse 45, ''He (Adam) was 
indeed created immortal Had he not sinned he would not have 
been subject to death. For death is the wages of sin."" Commant- 
ing on the samie passage, Vine says, 


By "death" in this verse is meant the death of the body; 
and by the resurrection ts meant the restoration of the body 
to life. We die "by means of" Adam, and we "live" by 
means of Christ because we are in Christ. Adam ts there- 
fore the cause of death, because his sin ts the judtcial 


ground for our condemnation; and because we derive 
from him a corrupt and enfeebled nature. 


[t cannot be denied that the 15th chapter of 1 Corinthians 
is the "resurrection'' chapter, and that the resurrection here spo- 
ken of is of the "body." Therefore, when Paul speaks of all dying 
in Adam and all being made alive in Christ the subject here is 
body, spirit and soul. 

Alexander Campbell says in reference to physical death, 
"Death is expressly denominated by an apostle ‘the wages of sin” 
(Rom. 6:23, Christian System, Ch. 7, p. 15). Many other authori- 
ties could be added to the lisi, but these should be sufficient to 
show what ts obvious, that sin is the cause of physical death as 
well as spiritual death. 


What needs to be established now is, whose sin causes 
death to all of Adam's kind. Adams? Ours? If ours, then by 
what law? If Adam's, by what law? Physical death must rest 
upon judicial grounds and the justice of it must rest on positive 
divine law. But no such law has ever existed for the whole wortd 
except the first law given to Adam and Eve. And death holds 
sway over all mankind, even over those whose sins were not like 
the sin of Adam (Rom. 5:14). But "sin is not counted where there 
is no jaw" (i.e., not charged against them). Yet "death reigned'' 
between Adam and Moses even though there was no divine pre- 
cept given to instigate their demise. This can only mean that "as 
in Adam all die" because he was the personal representative of 
the human race. The precept was given to Adam. He sinned and 
his sin became ours because "seed reproduces after its kind” 
The sinful nature of man is the sinful nature of Adam. This esta- 
blishes the judicial ground for the death penalty. There is no es- 
caping this conclusion, for how else can you account for the death 
of the innocent who have not committed personal sins? But they 


have inherited that sinful seed of Adams nature. As Paul said, 
"The wages of sin is death.’ "As in Adam all die” means that we 
constitute the body of Adam. You might say that we are Adam 
several times removed. 


There are those who say that man does not sin until he 
reaches the age of accountability and exercises his free will to 
commit sin. In other words the "original sin" is when man is 
confronted by Satan and submits to the temptation (Satan must 
keep pretty busy). This is Pelagianism. Sins committed by the 
exercising of free will constitutes ''personal sin" and has nothing 
to do with the above subject. 


Some will and do consider these thought to be Calvinistic. 
But there is just a chance that Calvin could be right. We should 
be careful not to stereotype all such teachings as Calvinism and 
then dismiss the subject. 
2710 Day Road, Huntsville, Alabama 35801 


. "IS BAPTISM 'ESSENTIAL2™ } 


By Roy Key Part 3 


Role of Ritual 
Was animal sacrifice a valid means of bringing Jewish 
worshipers into fellowship with God? Yes and No. It was when 
the worshiper identified with God by means of the offering, say- 
ing, "Here, Lord, is the gift of my life offered in thankful praise to 
You."’ But, not automatically simply to obey a command. Read 
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Antos, Hosea, Micak, Jeremiak. When ritual is a substitute for 
justice to the neighbor and fellowship with God, it is rotten and a 
stench in the nostrils of the Holy One. 

Was circumcision a valid sign of the covenant? Yes and 
No. A mark in the flesh meant nothing when there was no com- 
:titment of the soul. No real, spiritual covenant. In fact, Paul 
speaks of a circumcision that becomes "uncircumcision” (Rom. 
2:25). In the same place he speaks of an uncircumcision that be- 
comes "circumcision" not in the flesh, but in the heart, circumci- 
sion "by the Spint" (wv. 28, 29). 


Discounting 7fat word For This Time 


How could Paul talk this way? Was tt because the old 
Law had been taken away and the new Law was not in force? A 
Jegalist will draw just such a conclusion. Paul did it because ntu- 
«’s, however meaningful, are not the end. They are means to the 
sad. They are not of the "essence" of salvation. If they were, ev- 
exy person from Adam till the end of time would have to employ 
tiem... all of them. 

If circumcision and animal sacrifice were of the "essence" 
ci Salvation, no change in legal dispensations could alter that fact, 
aiid every soul who ever lived must come to God by means of 
both. If baptism were of the "essence" of salvation, it would be 
"essential'’ not simply for people living after Pentecost, but all 
those who went before. It would be "essential," because it is etself 
an integral part of the natural process of salvation. 

If rites and ceremonies do not in themselves share the na- 
ture of salvation, but are given as gracious means to that end, 
they are not ''essential,"" but may very well be "effective" Why, 
then, do we invariably think and talk of them as "essential," rath- 
er than "effective?'"" The word appears to have been forged in the 
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fires of debate to wield against our adversaries. A means of grace 
was clothed in a word of judgment. 


Blinded By The Stake In Their Fye 

Jews fixated on the Sabbath could not understand Jesus’ 
attitude and practice regarding it. Others fixated on circumcision 
could not see the truth Paul proclaimed. Souls fixated on baptism 
miss the same truth. Most were not ready then to hear Jesus say, 
"The Sabbath was made for man, not man for the Sabbath" 
(Mark 2:27). Many are not ready now to hear Him say, “ Bap- 
tism was made for people, not people for baptism."' Nor would 
they understand Paul, if before some contemporary Galatian, he 
cried, "Christ or baptism! Choose!" Holding arbitrary views of 
God and His means of grace, they don't get it. 


Paul was not against circumcision. He was against label- 
ing it ‘essential for salvation."" He circumcised Timothy, but re- 
fused to circumcision Titus, crying to the Galatians, "Christ or 
circumcision! Choose!" Yet he could say that in their baptism 
the Colossians experienced a ''spiritual circumcision” (Col. 2:11- 
13ff), putting off "the body of the flesh" and being "made. . . alive 
together with him." 

We shall never understand Jesus or Paul until we under- 
stand that ceremonies can either facilitate or hinder spiritual 
union. They can facilitate it when they enable one to open up in 
trust to God. It is only in that openness that spirits interpenetrate 
and souls unite. That is '‘essential."" There is nothing arbitrary 
about it. It is part and parcel of being saved. Ritual can hinder 
when it becomes and end in itself, blocking openness to the Spin. 


Baptism And Faith 


Baptism is a grace-gift given to focus faith. To so direct 
that it may be most open to the Spirit of Christ — in His sacrificial 


87 


death, burial and resurrection. Yet, baptism is not of the "es- 
sence" of faith, or (let it be as clear as firebells at midnight and as 
familiar as the school bell at 8:00 a.m.) every soul from Adam all 
the end of time would have to be baptized to be in union with Christ. 

Unless God arbitrarily gives salvation to those who per- 
form the prescribed ritual (whether sacrifice, circumcision, bap- 
tism or church attendance), there is only one thing that ts 
"essential" — an openness in trust that lets God into our impris- 
oned, self-centered self. 

The Scriptures characterize such openness as "'trust"’ or 
"faith." In its volitional dimension, confronted by the holy mer- 
cies of God, it is properly called ''repentance." But it is still faith, 
faith turning from self to God-in-Christ, self-renunciation and 
Christ affirmation. When baptism is effective, it enables just that, 
self-renunciation and Christ affirmation. It focuses faith on the 
dying, rising Lord, ''who was delivered over to death for our sins 
and was raised for our justification: (Rom. 4:25). 

But, it ill behooves us to mount God's judgment throne 
and hand out sentences to those who do not see what we see here. 
If baptism were of the "essence" of salvation, the Spirit could not 
fall on Cornelius prior to his immersion in water. And, if he did 
not intentionally say, ''My baptism if for remission of sins," many 
_ of us would insist on repeating the ceremony. 


"Remission" Never “The Design" 

Durst argued that Paul's rebaptism of the anemic souls at 
Ephesus was because they "were not scripturally baptized.” He 
implied that their faulty baptism is like that of today's believers 
beyond our own circle. However, if ''remission of sins” is "the de- 
sign" of baptism, they were scripturally baptized, for they re- 
ceived the baptism of John, which was ''a baptism of repentance 
for remission of sin" (Mark 1:4). 


Their lack was precisely the lack of so many coming after 
them. They knew about Jesus, but knew nothing of the Holy 
Spirit! They, however, had no opportunity to know. Durst and 
his heirs have had abundant opportunity. Yet, they chop the 
promise of God in half, turn the first half into a command and 
leave the last half on the cutting room floor. - Continued 

1201 Timber Top Drive, Rogers, Arkansas 72756 


UNITY --WHO WANTS IT? 


By John Eoff 


Perhaps the question should be “Who wants unity 
enough to make the changes necessary to obtaining it?"' 


Much is proclaimed about unity among Christians both 
orally and in writing and especially is this so among those of the 
"Restorarion Movement" brotherhood. In reality this movement 
began as an effort by dedicated persons nearly two centuries ago 
to unite the Christians among the sects. The utter failure of this 
movement has been made evident by the sects spawned by it. 
Obviously, something is wrong with the methods that have been 
employed in pursuit of this unity. 

Unity has been described through two different avenues. 
One pictures unity. One pictures unity of believers as a gift of the 
Holy Spirit and is a reality in that all are united in Jesus regard- 
less of the divisiveness expressed by the various sects. The other 
views unity as a close relationship and amenity among the 
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believers, where all accept each other as brothers and maintain a 
close relationship with each other. Was Jesus just praying for the 
unity of believers that is accomplished by the Spirit or was he not 
also seeking the unity of a close, brotherly, personal relationship 
for his followers? Is the second view of unity of enough impor- 
tance to jusify the implementation of more serious measures in 
order to achieve it? Let one who doubts its importance consider 
the waste of energy and money spent by the sects in nothing more 
than fighting among themselves for members and influence. Let 
him consider the hatred and the assassination of character re- 
sorted to by those of opposing opinions. Let him consider the 
bloodshed in Northern Ireland, and elsewhere between factions 
who each confess Jesus as Lord and Savior. Can there be any 
doubt that Jesus included in his prayer a peaceful, loving, tolerant 
relations among those who believed in him? 

What is basically wrong with the methods that have been 
employed in the past to implement unity? Some have sought uni- 
ty through enforced conformity of opinion. This can be successfu) 
only to the extent of the power of the enforcer, the sect employing 
it. Those with divergent opinions can extract themselves from the 
sect and form a new sect and unity is lost. A similar method has 
been the proposal of various sects to seduce those in other sects to 
reject their divergent opinions and adopt the opinions of the 
prosetytizing sect and thus be united in opinion voluntarily. Of 
course this has no possibility of success because of the strong op- 
posing convictions that separate the brothers in the first place. A 
third method that is of current popularity, of which much is being 
said and written, and which is as equally doomed to failure as the 
two previously mentioned methods, is that of encouraging every- 
one in the various sects to disagree agreeably. Each should hold 
his own opinion and give those in the other sects the same honor 
and recognize each other as brothers and desist in fighting. This 


has been accomplished to a large extent by some sects but is hin- 
dered in other sects by opinions they hold to be basic and of such 
importance to be a dividing line between them and the others. Of 
prominence in this area is the role of baptism — whether it is ad- 
ministered to disciples or to sinners. There are also other opinions 
that can not be compromised by some believers and these consti- 
tute a complete roadblock, for them, to unity with other believers. 


W. Carl Ketcherside began some forth years ago to reject 
division and encourage each individual in what ever sect be found 
hiraself to reject his own personal divisiveness and to accept all 
penitent believers in any sect. He was not the first to promote 
this idea but was probably the most zealous. In his view one can 
retain all his personne! opinions; but he can not make them a test 
of fellowship. He resolved to stay with bis adopted sect but to be- 
come nonsectarian and to encourage all those in his particular 
sect as well as in all the other sects to become nonsectanan or 
judgmental of others. This is actually a return to the original idea 
of the founders of the "Restoration Movement," reintroducing 
their completely failed plea. He maintained, correctly, that no 
two individuals could have similar opinions on all matters so any 
unity would have to be acquired allowing for diversity of opinion. 
He bas fought the good fight and exited this life but his writings 
are becoming more and more popular and other individuals have 
taken up and continued to express similar sentiments. Unity 
among believers is no closer now than when be began his 
campaign. 

The methods that have to been employed to unite believ- 
ers all have one fateful fault. None has any possibility of success 
because they ignore the basic divisive progenitor. The dividing 
concept employed by the devil almost from the beginning of ''the 
way'’ is the sect itself. He bas so clearty hidden the sect within the 
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word "church" that it is impossible for most believers to perceive. 
Near the beginning he seduced the believers into constituting in- 
stitutions. No institution was a part of "the way" as initiated by 
Jesus through his apostles. When the first institution was orga- 
nized the first sect was born. Along with the first institution came 
division. All believers who became a part of the institution had 
become something that the other believers were not. There was a 
division between them. When there became many institutions 
each had his own members and even if all the believers in one in- 
stitution were in complete agreement with all the members in 
another institution they were still members of different entities 
and thus not united. Later the devil seduced the brethren further 
by uniting various institutions under central control and the Ro- 
man Catholic Church and its eastern brother were the result, 
Since that time it has been nearly impossible for Christians to 
conceive of the Lord’s body as anything other than an institution. 
Reformers came along and tried to reform the institution. Then 
others came along and tried to restore the institution to its origi- 
nal design, not being able to perceive of the original assembly in 
any way other than an institution (sect). All must fail because in 
original design the assembly was just that, a group of people with 
a common faith, not an institution. 

If believers are really intent on obtaining unity they have 
but one course and that is to give up the institution, the church. 
There is no other choice. There is probably not one in a thousand 
that is willing to do this. They are too comfortable in the sect 
where they find themselves or else they try to find a sect that 
seems better. Many are seeking a more satisfying institution in 
which to "worship," searching for one that gives them the proper 
warm religious feeling when they attend. Many articles have 
been written and distributed by individuals who have discovered 
the difference between the assembly which Jesus called out and 
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the institutional church, yet even they continue within the institu- 
tions "trying to work from the inside to promote change." It is 
hopeless. Unity can never be realized by changing the institu- 
tions. The institutions are what divide. They must go. 

It may seem impossible to have an assembly of saved ones 
without organizing it into an institution. This writer can attend 
to the fact that it is possible and desirable, even essential if one is 
serious about unity. He was recently made aware of others who 
are doing likewise who never were members of any institution 
(church) and traveled a considerable distance to meet with them. 
Of course some customs were different but there was no divider 
between "them" and "'us."" We were one. 

Some of the things that will be noticeably absent from 
eroups of called ones that are not organized into institutions are: 
(1) Church property or property of any kind. (2) Church trea- 
suries. (3) Church expenses of any kind. (4) Any church con- 
ducted business. (5) Large assemblies. (6) Central control (even 
on local level). (7) Taxation ofthe members by the church. Prob- 
ably lacking will be a preacher because the group will probably 
revert to the New Testament principal of meeting to edify one 
another and think of ways to encourage one another to love and 
good works; and besides this, who could hire such a one in the 
absence of an institution? Each could give support to him (or 
anyone or anything else) but none could contact for the others to 
obtain his services. Also lacking will be a board of directors 
whether called elders, bishops, directors, or what ever, since there 
will be no business to direct or institution to control. There will be 
a much closer relationship among the members with more con- 
cern with each individual's needs. A collection for some specific 
need may be taken but not to put into a treasury or designated 
"the Lord's money." 

Who among the churches of the world really want unity among 
believers badly enough to go back to the concept of a group of called ones 
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as revealed by the master’s ambassadors? How about you? Are you too 
comfortable in your divisive state to risk change? 
57 Hilltop Drive, Kerrville, Texas 78028 


THEY SHALL NOT 
INHERIT THE KINGDOM 


By Neal Griffin 


Divisiveness is a condition of the heart. It is an evil mal- 
ady that excludes fellow Christians on the basis of non-conformity. 
It is self-centered -- not Christ centered. {t promotes its own iden- 
tity with denominating names. It is a sin lumped together with fif- 
teen other grievous sins in Galatians 5:19-21, for which Paul 
warns that the perpetrators shall not inherit God's kingdom. It 
elevates men's conclusions to gospel law status and imposes them 
as tests of fellowship. Often it announces that ail who are not in 
agreement with its creedal positions are lost. Paul, by the Spirit, 
asks: ''Who are you to judge another man's servant?" and ''How 
are you better than anyone else?."’ The schisms in First Corin- 
thians demonstrated thts excluding spirit. But, one of the parties 
there was "of Christ.'" What could possibly be wrong with a 
schism that is of Christ? I submit to you that Paul did not excuse 
the "of Christ" schism from his rebuke because it was no different 
than the others. It excluded. It considered its own members to be 
better than the others. This schism, as do all schisms, served to 
divide the divine family. Paul pointed out the awful repugnance of 
it when he asked: "Is Christ divided?.'' In other words, is it con- 
ceivable that a leg or an arm of Christ's body could be separated 
from His torso or head? This is too simple to be misunderstood. 
God hates a divisive spirit. 


4 


We must simply learn to accept all who are in the divine 
family. We simply must accept them as Christ accepted us, to the 
glory of God (Rom. 15:7). We must put up with them (Col. 3:13). 
We must forbear them in love (Eph. 4:2). We must bless -- not 
condemn them (Rom. 12:16). We must carry their burdens (Gal. 
6:2), 

This is love talk. This ts Bible talk. Do we believe the 
Bible? This is the indisputable theme of God from Genesis to 
Revelation. It is ours to believe. Let us crucify our divisive spirit, 
love one another, and make our heavenly Father happy with us 
Amen. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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Editor's Note: I have several good articles from brethren but most of 
them are too long for this small magazine. Please limit your articles to five 
pages (with an occasional exception), double spaced, and at least using a 
12-point type swe. I have one thatis 8-pt and single spaced, and I need a 
magnifying glass to readit. Another one fills the whole magazine. Help! 








LETTER 
Dear Brother R. L. Kilpatrick, 

You have been a significant force in leading me to a fuller 
understanding of God's word. My life has been enriched because 
my spirituality has been taken to new heights through your ability 
to teach insights gleaned from scripture. The series that you ran 
starting with the April '97 issue of Ensign called **The Ordinances 
of God" opened up an effective way to teach on the subjects of the 
Lord's Supper and baptism. It was so insightful that I took the 
liberty of putting that material into outline form to use in my Bible 
class study. It has been rewarding to both me and by the partici- 
pants in the class. I close with heartfelt thanks for the servant that 
you are in the Kingdom. I'm so grateful God spared your life 
during your recent illness and has given you the strength to con- 
tinue to strengthen others desirious of being fed the bread of life 
Don Carpenter, Wooster, @hio. (Thanks, I needed that. - Editor) 
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Baptism in the Great Commission 





By: Dallas Burdette Part la of3 


Following the resurrection of our Lord Jesus, He instructed His 
disciples to make disciples of all nations (Mat. 28:19). In this com- 
mand, Jesus instructed the disciples to do two things: (1) 
“baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of 
the Holy Spirit” (v.19) and (2) “teaching them to obey everything 
lL have commanded you” (v. 20). Mark also records the commis- 
sion this way: “Go into all the world and preach the good news to 
all creation. Whoever believes and is baptized will be saved, but 
whoever does not believe will be condemned” (Mark 16:15-16). 
Baptism is associated with belief. 

Baptism plays a very important role in the Gospel of Mat- 
thew. In fact, Matthew begins the ministry of John the Baptist 
with baptism (3:1-12). Unmediately following John’s call for re- 
pentance and baptism, Matthew records the baptism of Jesus 
(3:13-17). Matthew not only begins his Gospel with the baptism 
of John, but he also concludes his book with Jesus’ command to 
Flis disciples to baptize. Since Matthew begins and ends his book 
with baptism, then, it must have played a very important part in 
the ministry of John and of Jesus. 

Can one accept or reject Christian baptism at will? Is 
baptism essential for salvation? Is baptism from heaven or from 
men? If it is from heaven, Can one refuse baptism and still be 
saved? Is rejection of baptism a rejection of God’s counsel? Is 
baptism a sign of God’s grace? These are questions that I en- 
courage each of you to reflect upon in your decision to follow 
Christ. During the last week of Jesus’ earthly ministry, He ques- 
tioned the chief priest and the elders of the people about John’s 


baptism. Matthew records the following conversation between 
Jesus and the religious leaders: 

Jesus entered the temple courts, and, while he was 
teaching, the chief priests and the elders of the people 
came to him. “By what authonty are you deing these 
things?” they asked. “And who gave you this authori- 
ty?” Jesus replied, “I will also ask you one question. 
If you answer me, [ will tell you by what authority I 
am doing these things. John’s baptism—where did 
it come from? Was it from heaven, or from men?” 
(Mat. 21:23-25). 


It is obvious that John’s baptism came from heaven, not 
from men. For one to cast-off baptism -—God’s heavenly design 
for the believer—is to discard the counsel of God. Luke summa- 
rizes this rejection when he writes: 

All the people, even the tax eollectors, when they heard 

Jesus’ words, acknowledged that God’s way was right, be- 
cuuse they had been baptized by John. But the Pharisees 
97and experts in the law rejected Ged’s purpose for them- 
selves, because they had not been baptized by John (Luke 
7:29-30). 

When the Pharisees and the experts in the law rejected 
baptism, they rejected God’s purpose for themselves. When you 
renounce Christian baptism, you, too, are declining to consider 
God’s purpose for yourself. One might also ask the question: Is 
Christ’s baptism from heaven or from men? [If it is from heaven, 
and it is, then, why not acknowledge that God’s way ts right and 
be baptized? 

In the Great Commission, as cited above, Jesus comman- 
ded His disciple to baptize believers into the name of the trinity 
(Matthew 28:18-20). Just a perusal of the books of the New Tes- 
tament reveals the role that baptism plays in the conversion of 
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thousands in their response to Jesus as Lord. Luke, in the book 
of Acts, narrates a significant number of baptisms in the early 
phases of the Christian church. Were the baptizers acting on the 
command of Jesus? Could baptism be rejected or accepted just 
on the whims of the people? Was baptism from heaven or from 
men? Some citations from the book of Acts should shed some 
light on the attitude of the first century church as to the impor- 
tance of this Christian institution. 


The Day of Pentecost 

For example, on the day of Pentecost, Luke informs us 
that Peter replied to the penitent, ““Repent and be baptized, every 
one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your 
sins, And you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit” (Acts 2:38). 
Luke further states: “Those who accepted his message were bap- 
tied, and about three thousand were added to their number that 
day” (2:41). Did Peter tell them to do what Jesus commanded in 
the Great Commission? On that day, Peter “warned them” and 
he “pleaded with them” to save themselves “from this cornipt 
generation” (v.40). Did any respond? Yes! As stated above, 
“Those who accepted his message were baptized.” Do you want 
to save yourself? Then, why not do what they did? They gladly 
accepted the message of salvation by grace through faith in Jesus 
and were baptized the same day (v.41). 





The People of Samana 
Luke also records the preaching of Philip in Samaria and 
the response of the people: “‘But when they believed Philip as he 
preached the good news of the kingdom of God and the name of 
Jesus Christ, they were baptized, both men and women” (8:12). 
Luke mentions one of the Samaritans by name—Simon (v.13). In 
fact, he says, ““Simon himself believed and was baptized. And he 


followed Philip everywhere, astonished by the great signs and 
miracles he saw (v.13). 


The Ethiopian Eunuch 
In Acts 9:26-39, Luke records the conversion of the Ethio- 

pian eunuch. After the preaching of Philip, the evangelist, the eu- 
nuch requested baptism (v.36). How did the eunuch know about 
baptism? Did Philip tell him about this during the course of the 
conversation? Was baptism essential for his obedience? Was the 
eunuch baptized? What does the record say? Listen to the fol- 
lowing remarks by Philip and the eunuch: 

As they traveled along the road, they came to some water 

and the eunuch said, “Look, here is water. Why shouldn’t 

I be baptized?” And he gave orders to stop the chariot 

Then both Philip and the eunuch went down into the water 

and Philip baptized hina When they came up out of the 

water, the Spirit of the Lord suddenly took Philip away, 

and the eunuch did not see him again, but went on his way 

rejoicing (vw. 36-39). 


Saul of Tarsus 

One of the most notorious persecutors of the Christian 
church was Saul of Tarsus (Acts 9). Following his encounter with 
the Lord Jesus, he continued his journey to Damascus. Following 
his three-day biindness (v. 9), God sends Ananias (v. 10) to re- 
store his sight and to allow Paul to be filled with the Holy Spirit 
(v.17). Immediately following the restoration of his eyesight, 
Luke says that “He got up and was baptized” (v.19). Why did 
Ananias tell him to be baptized? Was it because the Lord had 

commanded him to be baptized? If he had refused baptism, 
would he have rejected the counsel of God? Have you yourself 

rejected the counsel of God by not being baptized as a believer? 

PO Box 20274, Montgomery, Al 36120 
Email: burdettes@mindspring.com 
Web site http://www.mindspring.com/~burdettes/index] .html 
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PAUL VERSUS JAMES’? 








By R. L. Kilpatrick 


In a note from a brother, commenting on my series of ar- 
ticles on Romans, he included a statement from F. F. Bruce, to 
wit: "When a man begins to study Romans there is no telling 
what might happen." I like that. But let me alter it slightly, 
"When a man LEARNS Romans things will begin to happen." 
Multitudes of people study Romans without learning the thrust of 
the book. They approach the book with their minds already 
made up and it would take an act of heavep to change them. 
They only want Paul to confirm what they already believe, from 
years of legal conditioning. But Paul won't have any part of it 
and they don't know exactly what to do about it. In a desperate 
attempt to salvage tradition they flee to their city of refuge, the 
book of James. They try to use James to explain what Paul surely 
meant in reference to faith and works. I've often wondered why 
they don't use Paul to explain what James meant. 

In order to avoid what ts obviously a contradiction in 
their minds there ts one college who will not teach Romans with- 
out including the book of James. They call it the Roman/James 
course. To me, this amounts to a recognition that Paul's teach- 
ings in Romans about salvation by faith and Church of Christ 
doctrine concerning Faith AND works is a contradiction! This is 
tradition gone to seed when we have to combine books of the New 
Testament to maintain it. We have reached the state of the 
Pharisees who "transgress the commandment of God for the sake 
of your tradition."". Our brethren make void the law of grace 
when they teach that justification is partly by_God's grace and 
partly by man's works. If ever there was a thing called "false doc- 
trine" this is it. It is purely 20th century Phariseeism. Martin 
Luther is supposed to have said that the book of James ts “an 
epistle of straw" and should be busned. I suspect that some of 


102 


our professors of religion have had the same notion about Ro- 
mans. They differ only in book preference. 

By combining James and Paul, and by careful manipula- 
tion, many Bible professors are able to bring Paul into our doc- 
trinal camp, and with Paul safely tucked away, they sum up 
thusly: ''...so Paul didn't mean that we are NOT saved by works 
of obedience. He was talking about "works of the law of Moses; 
and so there is really no difference at all between Romans and Ja- 
mes" (one wonders then, why the necessity of studying the two 
books together). 

It is true that there is no difference between Paul and 
James, and it is also true that Paul was talking about the law of 
Moses (Gal. 3:10), (at least he was including the law of Moses). 
But the rest of the summation is false. Paul most certaaly taught 
that justification is NOT on the basis of merit of good works 
(Eph. 2:9). He didn’t teach against doing good works, but he was 
dead set against the idea of human ment establishing the cazse of 
salvation (Rom. 4:4,16); that no law can justify, whether the law 
of Moses (4:13), or the law of Christ (Gal. 3:21); nor by works of 
righteousness (Titus 3:5), or by any other criteria except the grace 
of God operating through faith (Gal. 2:8). James gives no sup- 
port whatever to our legalistic brethren who teach salvation by 
works in addition to faith. Grace, to these brethren, is seen in the 
fact that God provided a way to salvation, not by grace operating 
through faith, but that God "provided a way" through which we 
can work it out through obedience to commandments. On the 
supposed difference between Paul and James, W. E. Vine gives 
his excellent summary: 


In regard to justification by works, the so-called contradic- 
tion between Paul and James is only apparent. There is 
harmony in the different views of the subject. Paul has in 
nund Abraham's attitude toward God, his acceptance of 
God's word. This was a matter known only to God. . . 
Again, the two writers have before them different epochs in 
Abraham's life — Paul, the event recorded in Gen. 15, 
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James, that in Gen. 22. Contrast the words "believe” in 
Gen. 13:6 and "obeyed" in 22:16.' 

In Genesis 15:6 we are told that Abraham was justified 
by faith (Rom. 4:3), and in Genesis 22 we read of Abraham's of- 
fering of Isaac (Js. 2:23). Therefore, James could not have justifi- 
cation of the alien sinner in mind when he used Abraham in his 
example. Abraham was already justified before he offered Isaac. 

Jt is unthinkable in light of Roman that the alien sinner 
can be justified by works — which involves "merit" and ''self- 
righteousness." This likewise includes "works of obedience" 
where the 'merit'' of obedience is involved. Neither Paul nor 
anyone else to my knowledge teaches salvation before obedience. 
The point is that even after obedience it is not the cause which es- 
tablishes the basis for our justification. It is Christ alone who es- 
tablishes the cause of salvation by his death. 

"For all who rely on works of the law are 

under a curse..." (Gal. 3:10). 

Strangely, those who say the most about "'restoring'’ New 
Testament doctrine are the very ones most guilty of manipulating 
James to uphold a traditional doctrine which makes restoration 
necessary. I would suggest the best way to begin restoring New 
Testament doctrine ts to begin teaching what Paul taught in Ro- 
mans about justification and what James taught in demonstra- 
tion of it — that satvation is by the grace of God, a God who had 
such great love for sinners that he allowed Jesus to die for our sins 
(Rom. 5:6-11); who allowed him to stand in our place, as our sub- 
stitute (IJ Cor. 5:21), in satisfaction of those "fust require- 
ments''of the law which mankind was unable to meet due to 
fleshly weakness (Rom. 8:3,4); and who allows us to enter his 
righteousness, that saving grace, through faith into eternal life 
(Rom. 5:1.2.21). 

He who entertains the notion that man pays part of his 
fare to heaven by his works will never come to realize the true 
meaning of grace. Learnng grace is first the realization of it; Le., 
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that point in time when the soul ts enlightened with the: knowl- 
edge and man, in spite of goodness and good works, is still unwor- 
thy and must rely on the mercy of God for salvation. What is 
even more important is that it is only at this point that the Chris- 
tian convert can render acceptable worship and obedience to 
God. 'For we are his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus for 
good works, which God prepared beforehand, that we should 
walk in them" (Eph. 2:10). Note that we were created FOR good 
works, not BY good works. 

Consider Moses on Mount Sinai who saw all the goodness 
(glory) of God pass before him who then "made haste to bow his 
head toward the earth, and worshiped" (Ex. 34:8). Moses had 
learned grace. .. and so will we when we learn the goodness of 
God. Worship and obedience must eminate from hearts filled 
with the knowledge of God's goodness — filled with love and grati- 
tude for what He has done on our behalf. Otherwise, worship is 
mere ritual and obedience is merely "because the Bible said do it" 
— so we co it to fulfill the requirement of scripture. Paul shows us 
in 1 Corinthians 13 that doing things to fulfill the legal the re- 
quirements (speaking in tongues, exercising prophetic powers, 
giving our bodies in martyrdom, even having faith that can re- 
move mountains) — none of these things are sufficient nor accept- 
able substitutes for worship. Without love, none of these things 
matter. 

2710 Day Road, Huntsville, Alabama 35801 


BAPTISM IN THE GREAT 
COMMISSION 


By Dallas Burdette Part 1b of 3 


Cornelius the Centurion 
Luke also records another case of conversion that in- 
volved the command of baptism—-Cornelius the centurion 
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(chapter 10). After the appearance of an angel in a vision, Corne- 
lhus was instructed to send for Simon Peter (v.5). When Cornelius 
sends for Peter, Peter responds to the call and leaves the next day 
for Caesarea (v.22). Upon Peter’s arrival, he begins to speak: 


“T now realize how true it is that God does nat show favor- 
itism but accepts men from every nation who fear hum and 
do what is right. You know the message God sent to the 
peeple of Israel, telling the good news of peace through Je- 
sus Christ, who is Lord of all. You know what has hap- 
pened throughout Judea, beginning in Galilee after the 
beptism that John preached—how God anointed Jesus of 
Nazareth with the Holy Spirit and power, and how he went 
around doing good and healing all who were under the 
pewer of the devil, because God was with him We are wit- 
nesses of everything he did in the counby of the Jews and 
in Jerusalem. They killed him by hanging hun on a tree, 
but God raised him from the dead on the third day and 
caused him to be seen, He was not seen by all the people, 
but by witnesses whom God had already chosen—y us 
who ate and drank with him after he rose from the dead. 
He commanded us to preach to the people and to testify 
that he is the one whom God appointed as judge of the liv- 
ing and the dead. All the prephets testify about him that 
everyone who believes in him receives forgiveness of sins 
through his name (10:34-43). 


Peter associates “forgiveness of sins” with belief in Jesus 
(v. 43). During Peter’s speaking, Luke says, ““While Peter was still 
speaking these words, the Holy Spirit came on all who heard the 
message” (v.44). Then, Luke records the astonishment of those 
what had accompanied Peter to the house of Cornelius: “The cir- 
cumcised believers who had come with Peter were astonished that 
the gift of the Holy Spirit had been poured out even on the Gen- 
tiles. For they heard them speaking in tongues and praising 
God” (vw. 45-46). Did they receive “fergiveness of sins” when 
they believed on the name of the Lord? Did they receive the 
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“Holy Spirit” before baptism? Were they the children of Hell 
when the Holy Spirit was poured out upon them? Did God pour 
out His Spirit upon children of the Devil? Did this phenomenon 
exempt them from Christian baptism commanded by our Lord? 
The answer is no! “Then Peter said, ‘Can anyone keep these peo- 
ple from being baptized with water? They have received the Holy 
Spirit just as we have.’ So he ordered that they be baptized in the 
name of Jesus Christ” (wv. 47-48). Is this not what our Lord told 
them to do in the Great Commission? 


Lydia’s Conversion in Philippi 


Luke, in his narration of Paul’s second missionary jour- 
ney, tells about the conversion of Lydia and her household 
(16:11-15). Upon their (Paul, Luke, and his companions) arrival 
in Philippi, a Roman colony (v. 12), they inquired about worship- 
ers of the one true God. In their investigation, they discovered 
that a group of women were outside “the city gate to the river” 
(v.13). Luke writes, 


On the Sabbath we went outside the city gate to the river, 
where we expected to find a place of prayer. We sat down 
and began to speek to the women who had gathered there. 
One of those listening was a woman named Lydia, a dealer 
in purple cloth from the aty of Thyatira, who was a wor- 
shiper of God. The Lord opened her heart to respond to 
Paul’s message. When she and the mamhers of her house- 
hold were baptized, she invited us to her home.. “If you 
consider me a believer in the Lord,” she said, “come and 
stay at ny house.” And she persuaded us (vv, 13-15). 


Conversion of the Philippian Jailer 
Once when Paul, Luke, and his companions “were going 
to the place .* prayer” (Acts 16:16), they were met by a “slave girl 
who had a spirit” (v.16). As a result of the slave girl following 
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them for several days, “Paul,” says Luke, “became so troubled 
that he turned around and said to the spirit, ‘In the name of Jesus 
Christ I command you to come out of her!’ At that moment the 
spirit left her” (v.18). As a result of this exorcism, the owners of 
the slave girl seized Paul and Silas and “dragged them into the 
marketplace to face the authorities” (v. 19). This resuited in their 
imprisonment and the stripping of their clothes followed by a 
beating (vv.22-23). Ultimately, an angel of God interfered with a 
“violent earthquake” (v. 26) that shook the very foundations of 
the prison (v.26), This resulted in the opening of the prison doors 
and the chains opening up that bound the prisoners (vv.26-27). 
Luke says, 


The jailer woke up, and when he saw the prison doors 
apen, he drew his sword and was about to kill himself be- 
cause he thought the prisoners had escaped. But Paul 
shouted, “Don’t harm yourself! We are all here!” The jail- 
er called for lights, rushed tn and fell trembling before 
Paul and Silas. He then brought them out and asked, 
“Sirs, what must [ do to be saved?” They replied, “Belicve 
in the Lord Jesus, and you will be saved—you and your 
household” Then they spoke the word of the Lord to him 
and to all the others tn his house. At that hour of the night 
the jatler teok them and washed thar wounds; then im- 
mediately he and all his family were baptized The jailer 
brought them into his house and set a meal before them; 
he was filled with joy because he had come to believe in 
God—he and his whole famaly (vv.27-34). 


How soon before they were baptized? Was it two weeks 
later? Was it a month later? Did they wait until several re- 
sponded to the good news of God before baptism? If baptism is 
sO unimportant, as advocated by many Christians, then, why 
were they baptized “immediately” in the same ‘hour of the 
night”? Does this sound ridiculous? Why the same hour of the 
night? Does this baptism remind one of the commands of Jesus 
in Matthew 28:18-20? 
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Baptisms in Corinth 

Following their release from prison, Paul and Silas trav- 
eled to Thessalonica (Acts 17:1-9), then, to Berea (vv.10-15), next, 
to Athens (vv.16-33), and, finally, Paul arrives in Corinth (18:1). 
During Paul’s stay in Corinth, Luke writes, “Every Sabbath he 
reasoned in the synagogue, trying to persuade Jews and Greeks” 
(v.4). As a result of his proclaiming the good news of God’s king- 
dom, Paul! baptized Crispus and many of the Corinthians: “Cris- 
pus, the synagogue ruler, and his entire household believed in the 
Lord; and many of the Corinthians who heard him believed and 
were baptized”’ (v.8). 

Apollos and John’s Baptism 

Apollos was a learned man and a man “with a thorough 
knowledge of the Scriptures” (Acts 18:24). Even though, in the 
words of Luke, “He had been instructed in the way of the Lord, 
and he spoke with great fervor and taught about Jesus accurate- 
ly, though he knew only the baptism of John” (v.25), he still did 
not understand the baptism of the Great Commission. As a result 
of this lack of proper understanding of Christian baptism, Priscil- 
la and Aquila invited Apollos “to their home and explained to 
him the way of God more adequately” (v.26). This is given as an 
introduction leading up to Paul’s engagement with certain 
\““about twelve men in alP’—19:7} Christians in Ephesians who 
knew only the baptism of John (1-7). Since they had not been 
baptized “into the name of the Lord Jesus” (v.5), they were bap- 
tized again: ‘Paul said, ‘John’s baptism was a baptism of repen- 
tance. He told the people to believe in the one coming after him, 
that is, in Jesus.’ On hearing this, they were baptized into the 
name of the Lord Jesus” (vv.4-5). If baptism is nonessential, then, 
why were they baptized again? Is it because of the command of 
Jesus in Matthew 28:18-20?-——“baptigng then in the name of the Fa- 
ther and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit” (v.19). 

PO Box 20274, Montgomery, AL 36120 
Email: burdettes@)mindspring.com 
Web site: http:/Avww.mindspring.com/~burdettes/index1. htm! 
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By Arnold Hardin 


Exciting is the story Luke recorded in Luke 7:36-50. Je- 
sus could associate with the aristocratic as well as with "sinners." 
Jesus saw humans not just as they were but that which they had 
the potential to become. Simon could not see her because of his 
self-religiosity. Simon viewed grace as a disgraceful waste of time 
and effort refusing to see himself as truly worse off than this wom- 
an from the streets. Jesus very wisely challenged Simon with the 
story of the two debtors. A very large sum and a very small sum 
being owed; yet both debts cancelled! A most beautiful display of 
God's grace. 

In Matthew 20 Jesus tells of the farmer hiring different 
workers at different hours of the day and under different contrac- 
tual arrangements. The day ends and all are paid the same wage. 
Those having worked ali day thought such a display of grace was 
DISGRACEFUL. The farmer replied, “Is it not lawful for me to 
do what I will with mine own? Or is your eye evil, because | am 
good?"' Legalists are always upset with any display of God's 
grace while believing they are not sinners as others. How many 
sins does it take to condemn us to hell? ‘Are Christians sin- 
ners?" it is asked. Sinners, yes, but not in the sense of those pur- 
suing a life of sin. They run toward sin; we run from sin; yet all 
the while we do sin. The principle of law keeping blinds many 
eyes to grace. 

Jonah and his displeasure with God's grace should not be 
forgotten. Why did he refuse to go to Ninevah? He tells us that 
while at home he was afraid that God would get SLOPPY WITH 
GRACE? Congregations are literally filled with those of the 
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mind-set of Jonah. It is believed that sinners deserve death, not a 
display of ‘disgraceful grace." 

Visit with the older brother of Luke 15. He is typical of 
our brethren who believe that salvation is achieved by our living 
up to all the rules, especially those we have put in place. 

We have been recently asked to meet with the Elders and 
the preacher of a neighboring congregation. They have been ac- 
cusing us of teaching error with respect to law and grace. Some 
in that group know better and therefore brought about the dis- 
cussions. We have met two times for two hours each time. The 
second study closed with those Elders refusing to study any fur- 
ther. In the studies among the things we developed was Romans 
3:21-31. Christ is our "propitiation", sacrifice or mercy seat. He 
honored God's law in order that He "might be just and the justi- 
fier of those who believe in Christ." He then gave ''the extra" dy- 
ing on the torture rack. He cancelled our debts. The one thing 
we all owe is perfect obedience; an unpayable debt. The gospel is 
about Christ paying all of our debts (Col. 2:14). The woman of 
Luke's account loved much as her sins were many. Simon looked 
upon it all as disgraceful grace. 


The Elders and preacher, with whom we studied, believe 
that sinners are justified by works of law. We must earn or merit 
salvation in part or whole. The very moment we developed the 
justification of Abraham, the preacher insisted that James says he 
was justified by works of law, and said the preacher, "That settles 
it and I believe it!" Itis frightening how legalism makes a mock- 
ery of the cross and thus said Paul, ''Christ died for nothing." 
One of the Elders shocked, even some of their group, by stating 
that "what we do (works) is EQUAL to what God has done." 
When he was challenged as to the unscriptural absurdity of such 
a thought, he nevertheless contended he was right. He believes 
that we must so obey as to pay for at least a part of that unpay- 
able debt. Such teaching is an affront to God, insults the cross 
and betrays even common sense. 
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God is the only one who can pay the larger and smaller 
debts. Grace is viewed by too many as viewing a bank loan. You 
don't get a bank loan if your need is such that you can't repay it. 
Legalists don't need grace but if God wants to give alittleso be it. 

The gospel reveals that forgiveness of sins is based upon 
God's character, not that of the sinner (Eph. 2:1-11). Brethren 
speak of "God's part and man's part."" Forget it! Yes we played 
a big part — "We got lost." "The wages of sin is death” (Rom. 
6:23). We can indeed earn or merit something - DEATH. Salva- 
tion is free based on principle of faith. 

2722 McCutcheon, Dallas, Texas 


IS BAPTISM 'ESSENTIAL?"" 


By Roy Key PART # (Final) 
Words Not Easily Accepted. . . 


How could Jesus more than once say, "Go and learn what 
this means, I desire mercy and not sacnfice" (Matt. 9:13; 12:7)? 
Or that love of God and neighbor is worth more than all burnt of- 
ferings and sacnfice (Mark 12:33)? And how could Paul insist 
that ''the whole law is fulfilled in one word. . ."" (Rom. 13:8-10)? 
Surely, they didn't mean what they cleanly said! Did they? If a 
command cannot be fulfilled in spirit though not in letter, both 
Jesus and Paul were dead wrong. The scribes and Pharisees were 
right. 


== ———S SS se = a EE ———EE—— 1 fee — 


The first sentence in the April issue (Part 2) should read: 
“Difference over what we came to call 'the design of baptism’ led to 
controversy not only with our neighbors, but ultimately among 
ourselves." 
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... Because Of A Legal Perspective 


We simply cannot bear to think of either Jesus or Paul 
talking about baptism the way they did about sacrifice and cir- 
cumcision. Rather than wrestle with their insights, we turn 
fiercely to the creedal tern. If we shout it loud enough, it will 
surely be true. 

It makes union with Christ easy and cheap. The devil's 
bait is to make immersion in water not a means to, but a substi- 
tute for, "dying with Christ!" 

The old self-centered self will do everything under heaven 
to avoid death! it will go to the mourner's bench, give an impas- 
sioned testimony, memorize reams of Scripture, take up preach- 
ing, weep in the pulpit, walk on coals of fire. It, most certaunly, 
will be baptized and debate the heretics. . . if only it doesn't have 
to che! 


One More Time 

To think that one has preached Christian baptism when 
he has hammered home its "essentially" ts to see it simply as one 
of God's edicts, i:s s2any the most important one. It ts "essential" 
nct because it is Ly nature intrinsic to or inherent in salvation, but 
becaus: Sod "legislated" it as a "condition." It is the "law." A 
statute in “the Law of Pardon." A "step" in "the Plan of Salva- 
tion." It is the arbitrary requirement of an arbitrary God. 


Quicksand Of The Legal Mind 

The legalistic mind then wrestles with the affirmation that 
"God has bound Himself to His own Law of Pardon, and cannot 
save the unimmersed even if He wanted to.'' He is in the position 
of those who a few nights ago might have spared the life of Karla 
Faye Tucker, but had so bound themselves by their own law that 
they felt they had to kill her. And that is the better portrait of 
God. The other is the calloused one of a Deity who has issued an 
edict and, no matter the reason, when one falls short of it, that's 
tough. 
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On The Reveiving End 

In an unofficial heresy trial the ultimate question was put 
to me, "Do you teach that baptism is essential?" The hush of the 
mortuary descended on the crowd. Though it was the final min- 
utes of the game, nobody headed for the exit. ‘I do not,” I re- 
plied. Then followed with something such as this, "I find that 
tertin nowhere in Scripture, and I do not choose to import it." 

After what seemed a full minute the hush was broken by 
a fluttering and then a corporate moan. ''What do you do with 
Mark 16:16?" was the follow-up question, "I accept it. I believe 
it. I preach it. { practice it,’ was my response. What else would 
you have me do with it, unless it is to affirm some unwritten 
‘creedal’ statement in connection with it? Is that what I am to be 
forced to do?" 

None of it seemed to matter so long as I would not stand 
and recite ''the creed." 

Unless we really are creedal after all, you do not have to 
agree with me to be a Christian, my dear sister, my esteemed 
brother. Unless we really are creedal, | do not have to agree with 
you. Except... we must both accept Jesus Christ as the Son of 
God, our Savior and Lord. We must hurt ourselves totally upon 
Him as our hope in life and death. He is "the way, the truth and 
the life." 

No series of dogmatic assertions drawn from illogical (or 
logical) deductions about Scripture is "the truth" or "the way." 
It assuredly is not "the life."’ But, don't we all know who ts? 


A Final Word 

It is not my intent to "strive about words to no profit" (2 
Tim. 2:14). 1 am uninterested in semantic slarmishes. I am pas- 
sionately interested in these basic questions: 

1. What kind of God ts God, and what is the nature of 
our relationship to Him? 

a. Is God arbitrary, and are His instructions 

capricious? 
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b. Ultimately, ts our relationship to God personal or 
legal? 

2. Are we willing to grapple with the truth embedded in 
such a passage as Komans 4:16, "Therefore, the promise comes 
by faith, so that it may be by grace...?"' 

a. Will we accept the reality of the rationale "so that it 
may be..." realizing that inherently there is no other way? 

b. Can we with thankdul and penitent praise recognize 
the''essential"' relationship of "faith" to "grace?" 


As I confront these awe-ful truths, I ask you to confront 
them with me: 

It is a tragedy to know all kinds of biblical facts without 
knowing the Bible. It is a tragedy to quote the words so as to ob- 
scure the Word. It ts the final tragedy to know all sorts of things 
about Jesus Christ without ever knowing Him. 

May we join the Apostle in crying, ''That | may know 
Him in the power of His resurrection and the fellowship of His 
suffering, becoming like Him in His death so as to attain to the 
resurrection of the dead" ( 3:10-11). Amen 

1201 Timber Top Drive, Rogers, Arkansas 72756 








ANNOUNCEMENT;:_ A note in the Banner of Truth magazine, 
edited by Albert Stoner, says: The Ninth Annual Refreshing Wa- 
fers Renewal will be held at First Chnstian Church in Crown Point 
Indiana, where Dave Maddack is the minister. The theme for 
this year’s gathering is The Coming of The Lord. The dates are 
July 28-30 (Tue. Wed. & Thur.), 1998. 

I have attended several of these Renewal gatherings and 
they will do just that, renew your spit. It will be well worth your 
time to attend for you will receive a blessing after hearing ser- 
mons preached on a subject that's seldom heard in modern 
churches, the second coming. For more information write to Mi- 
chael Blakely at 4437 Chatham Drive, Brownsburg IN. 
46112-8531, or call Dave Maddack at 219 663-1853. - Editor 
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BEATING AROUND THE BUSH 
ON CREEDAL POSITIONS 


By Neal Griffin 


Well meaning men look to the Bible for patterns to prove 
their religious views. And while it ts true that anything can be 
proved by the Bible, the proofs of men do not necessarily consti- 
tute truth. The Bible says that Herod was a fox, so I have proved 
that Herod was a fox. An inane illustration, yes, but no sillier 
than some of the conclusions that legal patternists have drawn 
from the New Testament writings. For example, to insist that all 
"corporate worship services'' must be conducted in an upper 
room is ludicrous. To insist that cups, used in the Lord's obser- 
vance, must have handles ts carrying patternism to the extreme. 
To insist that all praying in "the corporate worship service'' must 
be on bended Imee is majoring in minors. To argue that the 
bread must be broken before blessing it is really stretching. To 
insist on snake handling is outrageous. But far worse is to build 
parties around these practices and enforce them as tests of fellow- 
ship. To believe and practice them is one thing, but to exclude 
sincere brethren because of them is heresy. It is the divisiveness 
which God hates (Prov. 6:16-17; Gal. 5:20). 

These ridiculous examples were used merely to bring us to 
the question at hand: What makes us think that our creedal 
stances are any better? What makes us think that we can make 
void the commandment of God and count our brother at naught 
because he disagrees with us? What makes us think that we have 
any more right to force our creedal positions upon others as tests 
of fellowship? What makes us think that our creedal positions 
are better than theirs? In short, what makes us think that are 
better than them? We should never count a brother for naught. 
We should never put ourselves in a position to judge another 
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man's servant, and we should never consider ourselves better 
than any other brother (see Rom. 14:4; 1 Cor. 4:7 & 12:21). 

So far, these remarks would probably garner a few 
amens, so long as J don't start listing specifics from our own 
creedal warehouse. So, without listing them, I will beat around 
the bush with a few questions. 

What is God's position on whether or not brethren should 
associate with one another? In other words, are there legitimate 
tests of fellowship? As I have already indicated, I would like to 
approach these questions from a round-about way. God's posi- 
tion, as relates to brotherly association, is LOVE. This theme is 
maintained throughout Scripture. Any theme which does not 
agree with it should be viewed with extreme suspicion. The New 
Testament writings give a clarion call to "love one another," to 
"accept one another,” to "carry one another's burdens,” to "put 
up with one another,” and to ‘endure one another in love” (1 
John 3:1; Rom. 18:7; Gal. 6:2; Col. 3:13; Eph. 4:2), Whatever 
course of action we may choose to take toward any brother it 
must be tempered with this theme. Love is the overshadowing 
message. On it rests the law and the prophets. It is the first and 
second in importance. Our attitude of heart toward our brethren 
is of primary importance, for how can we love our fellowman in 
general if we cannot love our own brethren, for whom Christ 
died, in the specific. 

And yet, God has a negative admonition concerning 
brotherly association, and His position on it is also very clear. 
Any position which does not agree with this theme should also be 
viewed with extreme suspicion. We are not to associate with a 
brother who ts evil, a brother who is divisive, and/or a brother 
who denies the Deity of Jesus. Now we have both God's positive 
and negative positions on brethren associating with one another. 
One observation ts tremendously important at this point and that 
observation is this: All three of these negative categories involve 
SIN, They involve CLEAR-CUT, UNDILUTED,UNMISTAK- 
ABLE , CLEARLY IDENTIFIABLE, SIN. 
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Now im closing, as I continue to beat around the bush, be- 
fore we attempt to enforce any conclusion, outside the realm of 
salvation by grace through faith, as a test of fellowship, we are un- 
der obligation to point out the clearly identifiable sin our brother 
is guilty of and show by the Scriptures that God demands our 
withdrawal from him. We are under obligation to show that to 
disagree with us on this conclusion ts to sin against God. We need 
to be very careful in this, because elevating the importance of our 
own conclusions could very well result in our ‘teaching for doc- 
trine the commandments of men."" We need to be very careful to 
not let our disdain for brethren who disagree with us outweigh 
the Scriptural admonition to love one another. Let us sincerely 
try to accept one another, as Christ accepted us, to the glory of 
God. Let us not reject one another to the shame of God. 


Please consider these thoughts in light of God's Word. I 
believe them to be true. 
10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 


WORK OF THE LAW 


By Dale McCreight 


A hindrance to understanding Romans is the confusion 
regarding the meaning of the phrase, ''work of the law" as found 
in 2:15, and “works of law" in 3:20. These phrases are commonly 
taken to refer to man's effort to obey the requirements of the law. 
Many of the translations evidence this perception. But Paul ts 
speaking of the activity (work) of the law, not man, and how the 
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result of the law's work fits in with his exposition of the gospel. A 
brieflook at the context will help clarify this confusion. 


The phrase "judged by the law. . ." (2:12), refers to the 
law's work in pronouncing man’s guilt of being a servant of sin. 
Most translations paraphrase 2:14. A literal translation reads: 
"When therefore, those Gentiles not having a law naturally do 
the things of the law (what the law does), these not having a law 
naturally do the things of the law (what the law does), these not 
having a law, are a law to themselves."". And what is the result of 
this? Paul continues in v. 15. .. "who demonstrate the work of the 
law (law at work) written on their hearts as is evidenced by their 
conscience convicting them of being guilty of serving sin."" Their 
conscience "'testifies'' or ''bears witness" to this fact along with 
their faculty of reason being active in "accusing" and "defen- 
ding" one another. 

Again in 3:19 Paul refers to what the law does through 
personification in making the law speak, ''Now we know that 
what things soever the law saith to them who are under the law 

."" And for what purpose? 1) "that every mouth may be 
stopped ...'', and 2) "and all the world may become guilty before 
God."" We are now prepared for Paul's conclusion in stating the 
designed result of the law's activity as expressed in v. 20: "There- 
fore by the deeds/works of the law shall no flesh be justified in his 
sight. .."" And why is this true? "... for (because) by the law (its 
activity/works) is the knowledge of sin." 


In this section of Romans, it is Paul's intent to set forth the 
purpose and design of the law. For Paul, the law doesn't cause sin 
(Rom. 5:12), but is the instrument used to eqpese sin (3:20, 5:20). 
[t thus becomes apparent that the great and vital truth of what 
Paul has revealed in the preceding verses must be understood in 
light of "the work of the law" referring to the activity of the law, 
and not to the activity of man. 

1100 Lamar Street, Sweetwater, Texas 79556 
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THE DEPRAVITY OF MAN 
By R. L. Kilpatrick 


I wrote on the above subject about 16 years ago in reply 
to a brother who endorsed the Pelagian theory, 1.e., that all hu- 
mankind are born into this world just as pure and holy as was 
Adam and Eve when they were created. His contention was that 
when each person reaches the age of accountability, Satan ap- 
pears to him with enticements and that person sins only when he 
succumbs to those enticements. My reply to this was that Satan 
must keep pretty busy appearing to all those who reach that re- 
sponsible age and is enticed to commit sin. The point ts not 
whether a person sin when he/she is enticed, which he/she certain- 
ly does. The point is whether all humankind receives the cor- 
rupted nature of Adam at birth. I maintain that they do inherit 
the corrupted nature of Adam and is passed on to all of his post- 
erity at physical birth. This seems to be in keeping with God's 
law of all living things reproducing after its “find” How can a 
corrupted nature pass on an incorrupt nature, “can fresh water 
flow from the brackish?"' Why are Christians "justified sinners?" 
What makes them sinners even after forgiveness? Who are the 
"corrupt" who must put on “incorruption" at the resurrection? 
(Brethren are free to disagree with me on this point, that is, if you 
want to be wrong all your life! Yes! I don't want to make too 
light of the seriousness of this subject because I believe it is the be- 
ginning point in the study of Christian doctrine.) It is the pivotal 
point in that determines the line of thought that one takes, and he 
can very easily go in either direction; and all too often the direc- 
tion that one takes is largely dependent upon his traditional up- 
bringing rather than upon a detailed study of the subject. An 
understanding of the subject will allow us to think cocrectly on 
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such subjects as justification, law, gospel, grace, imputed righ- 
teousness, love, judgment, and in fact, the whole scheme of 
redemption. 

The opposing brother mentioned above says that to ac- 
cept one tenet of the five points of Calvinism is to accept them all. 
First of all, Calvin did not write the ''five points of Calvinism." 
Bible scholars who came after him gleaned his writings and came 
up with the five points. What Calvin wrote a would fill a library, 
and certainly more than just the so-called five points. I cannot ac- 
cept his teachings on Predestination; but that doesn't make him 
wrong on everything he taught. Most of the world's leading Bible 
scholars accept as unquestionable the doctrine of inherited 
depravity. 

The doctrine of hereditary total depravity has little resem- 
blance to what brethren today say it means. When they say that 
This means that litde children are born into the world just as 
mean as they can get, because if they're totally depraved, they are 
evil through and through and can't get any meaner." This only 
demonstrates how little they understand the doctrine. Theissen 
explains, 


The Meaning of Depravity. By depravity we mean man's 
want of original righteousness and of holy affections to- 
ward God, and also the corruption of his moral nature and 
his bias toward evil. Its edstence is witnessed to by both 
scripture and human experence. the teaching of scrip- 
ture that all men must be born again shows the universal- 
ity of its Eastence. 
The Extent of Depravity. The scriptures speak of human 
nature wholly depraved. However, the doctrine of Total 
Depravity has bgen misunderstood and misinterpreted, and 
it is unportant that we should get its correct maaninig. 
From the negative standpoint, it does not mean 
that every sinner is devoid of ali quakities pleanng to men; 
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that he convrits, or is prone to every form of sin; that he ts 
as bitterly opposed to God as it is possible for him to be... 

From the postive standpoint, it does mean that 
every sinner is totally destitute of that leve to God which is 
the fundamental requirement of the law (Deut. 6:4,5; Mat. 
22:35-38); that he is supremely give a preference of himself 
to God (2 Tim. 3,4); that he has an aversion to God which 
on oceusion becomes active enrraty to Him (Rone 8:7); that 
he has no thought, feeling, or deed of which God can fully 
approve (Rom. 7:18); and that he has entered upon a line 
of constant progress in depravity, from which he can no 
wise turn away in his own strength (Rom. 7:18). 


Total depravity, rather than teaching a degree of evilness, teaches 
the total inability of man to save himself. This Paul confirms by 
irrefutable argument laid down in the Roman letter, showing that 
the means of salvation does not exist upon the earth — not 
through law, not through good works, and not because of special 
election (Jews), because "both Jews and Gentiles are under the 
- power of sin"; "There is none righteous, no, not one"; '‘all have 
sinned and fall short of the glory of God"; "Man in the flesh can- 
not please God"; and the "scriptures consigned all things to sin" 
(see Rom. 3:9,10,23; 8:8; Gal. 3:22). Then in Romans 5:6 Paul 
puts the cap on it by saying "While we were yet HELPLESS (my 
emph.) Christ died for the ungodly." That, brethren, is total de- 
pravity. To be helpless is to be totally helpless, or else one is not 
helpless, Therefore if man's helpless condition was to change, it 
would be necessary for God to intervene. Since there was no 
righteousness upon the earth, it would have to come from outside 
of the earth. This is why Paul said that our righteousness comes 
from God (Phil, 3:9). This is why it is said that the righteousness 
of God is an "alien" righteousness, and this is why righteousness 
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Henry Theissen, Lectures in Systematic Theology (Wm. B. 
Eerdmans Publishing Ce., Grand Rapids, MI) 267. 
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must be imputed to sinners. The last bastion of earthly hope for 
the Jews was the law; but not so, says Paul (GaJ. 2:16; 3:11). 
"For if a law had been given which would make alive, then righ- 
teousness would indeed be by the law..."" (Gal. 3:21). "But now 
the righteousness of God has been manifested apart from law" 
(Rom. 3:21). Therefore, if the possibility had existed whereby 
man could have "helped" himself, God would have demanded 
that he do so, rather than having to send his Son to die "to do 
what the law, weakened by the flesh, could not do (Rom. 8:3). 
God has never done for man what man could do for himself. The 
law demanded perfection in every human being, but because of 
man's corrupt nature the law could never be fulfilled, for we are 
by nature the "children of wrath." 


The law was not weakened by man's choice to commit sin 
in the same sense in which Adam chose to sin. He being our rep- 
resentative made the choice for his body, humanity. Man sins be- 
cause it is the law! (Rom. 7:23). If sin comes into existence 
through personal choice as it was with Adam, there would be no 
hope of salvation. Salvation is now possible because the fleshly 
man prefers it otherwise. "J do not understand my own actions. 
For I do not do what If want, but I do the very thing I hate" 
(Rom. 7:15). This is the ''preferring it otherwise" that moved 
God to initiate the scheme of redemption. Man could not help 
himself because he is enslaved to the fleshly, Adamic nature. Man 
"chooses" to sin when he is under no inner compulsion to sin but 
sins anyway — which is why Paul could not understand his own 
actions. Adam's nemesis was external, our is internal. My oppo- 
nent in this discussion 16 years ago said, According to Calvin- 
ism, man cannot avoid sinning because of his inherited corrupted 
nature. He sins of necessity. " His observation is nearly corvect. 
Man sins because it is his nature to sin, because it is the law of the 
flesh, because he is "sold under sin."' - Continued 
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GOD'S SCHEME 
OF REDEMPTION 


By Arnold Hardin Part 1 af 2 


Paul left a work righteousness religion for salvation of- 
fered through Christ. Paul, the apostle, was the chief instrument 
through which to relate the "gospel of God's grace". Romans 
and Galatians are profound. Many, including preachers, do not 
even try to comprehend the majesty of these as Paul was directed 
to defend Christ as sin-offering and Saviour. Ignorance of these 
‘epistles has allowed legalism to blind millions to the only way of 
life, THE CROSS. 

Paul, in Romans three and four and Galatians two and 
three, spells out the eterna! wonders and beauty of the Gospel. 


I. "By works of the law shall no flesh be justifted in his 
sight for through the law comes the knowledge of sin? (Rom. 
3:20). Since man cannot be saved under law, any law system of 
works (Gal. 3:21), God devised the grace/faith system or princi- 
ple. ‘For sin shall not have dominion over you: for you are not 
under law, but under grace" (Rom. 6:14). 

2. Paul says that "now apart from the Jaw a righteous- 
ness of God has been manifest'’ (Rom. 3:21). That righteousness 
is through faith in our Lord. This righteousness of God is not His 
character, as some teach. The Jews were ignorant of God's righ- 
teousness and sought to establish their own under the law (Rom. 
10:1-5). They were not ignorant of His character. God's righ- 
teousness is His plan whereby sinners can become righteous, ac- 
quitted, justifted through faith in Christ as their sin-offering. 


126 


3. Sinners are ‘justified freely by His grace through the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus" (Rom. 3:24). "For the wages 
of sin is death; but the free gift of God is eternal life in Christ Je- 
sus our Lord" (Rom. 6:23). Justified is passive, man receiving the 
action. "Justified freely,'' that is, without cause or cost. 'Freely'' 
means gift. Man is righteous without causing it and receives a 
forgiveness for which he made no payment. Thank God our Re- 
deemer rescued us from prison and death; but a pardon when is- 
sued must be accepted. We accept God's pardon through 
faith/trust in what happened at Calvary. 

4. How is all of this possible? The Jews did not believe it 
to be possible and legalists today do not believe it either. Surely 
something as wonderful as forgiveness of sins must somehow be 
earned. The answer? ''Christ was set forth to be a propitiation, 
through faith in his blood" (Rom. 3:24-27). Propitiation means 
an atoning sacrifice or mercy seat for sinners. Sinners owe God 
an unpayable debt! That being perfect obedience to His laws. 
Adam put us under such a debt! Someone had to pay that debt 
in order for God ''to be just and the justifier of him that has faith 
in Christ." Jesus came in flesh and honored God's law not for 
himself but for us. "Him who knew no sins was made to be sin on 
our behalf; that we might become the righteousness of God in 
Him" (2 Cor. 5:21). Legalism blinds one to the fact of imputa- 
tion. Here is a dual imputation! Our sins imputed, put to his ac- 
count, and the merits of his righteousness imputed, or put to our 
account. Brethren, wake up! Your denial of these truths is an 
affront to the cross; it is insulting to God who sacrificed His Son. 
Thank God that Christ, by living a perfect life, was then willing to 
give ''the extra"’ by dying on the cross, the penalty for sin. He 
thus blotted out our debt of sin (Col. 2:14). 

5. The conclusion? ''Where then is the giorying? It is excluded. 
By what manner of law? Law (principle) of works? No, but by a law 
(principle) of faith. We reckon therefore that a man is justified by faith 
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apart from the works of the law'' (Rom. 3:27-28). The Bible knows of 
only two kinds of righteousness -- how sinners may be made right before 
God. Perfect Jaw-keeping (Gal. 3:11-15) or divine righteousness condi- 
tioned on faith, trust in the Saviour. Paul deals with both good news and 
bad. Bad news to the effect that under the principle of law/works only 
condemnation exists. In Philippians three Paul speaks candidly of hus le- 
galistiic righteousness while serving under works (obedience) of the law. 
He came to count all such as "dung". Brethren, wake up! - (continued) 
2722 McCutcheon, Dallas, Texas 75227 





"WE KNOW THAT 
THE LAW IS GOOD" 


1 Timothy 1:8 








By Elmer Prout 


On April 14 when I read that verse I had just received a 
letter from the IRS. It was a notice that my quarterly payments 
did not cover the tax due for 1997. { had to make an additional, 
and to me, unexpected payment. It was the law. I understood 
that very clearly. But, frankly, at that moment I was not in the 
mood to jump for joy and shout "Yes! The law is good!" 

Suppose, on the other hand, that the letter from the IRS 
had said, "Mr. Prout, you have overpaid in your estimated taxes. 
Enclosed is your refund check." If that had been the case I surely 
would have jumped for joy. The shout would have been ''The 
IRS refund law is good — very good!" 

Now, tmagine that I had opened the letter. Looked at it 
hastily. concluded that I owed the IRS the amount of the refund. 
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In that case the ]RS refund law still would have been good. The 
benefit would have been available to me. But, because of my mis- 
reading of the letter, I would have set myself up for a very nega- 
tive experience. If I insisted that my mistaken reading was the 
correct interpretation of the letter I would have forfeited the po- 
tential value of that letter. 

Those thoughts crossed my mind as we studied the gospel 
of Mark at church recently. The conflict between Jesus and the 
Jewish religious leaders centered on fasting and the observance of 
the Sabbath (see Mark chapters I, 2, 3, and 7). We quickly 
branded the Jewish leaders "legalists."" We then went on to de- 
clare that we were liberated from "legalism.'' 'Therefore,'' we 
proudly concluded, "we are free from such rules as fasting and 
Sabbath laws.'"' We smiled. The benediction was spoken. We 
shook hands and went home in the happy assurance that we are 
not "'legalists."' 

Some time the next day I happened to remember Paul's 
words ''We know that the law is goed.'' Memory of the church 
Bible class came to mind. How did our quick and thorough dis- 
missal of the Sabbath law and fasting fit with the Apostle's state- 
ment? In our rush to escape from "legalism'' had we overiooked 
something of the nature of God's law? Is there a difference be- 
tween "legalism" and divine law? While it is clear that 'no one 
can be saved by law' (Gal. 3:1-14), is it possible to accept God's 
law for a different purpose? 

I thought about past confrontations with members of the 
Seventh Day Adventist church. Those discussions centered in the 
right or wrong of Sabbath Day observance. I used verses from 
Romans and Galatians to demolish (in my mind) every one of 
their arguments. In effect I put the Sabbath and the Adventists 
in a box together. When (to my satisfaction) I defeated the Ad- 
ventists with my very logical use of Scripture I felt that I was done 
with Adventists and Sabbath alike. I would never join that 
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church. And, I would never have to keep the Sabbath in any 
sense. 

It never occurred to me that the Sabbath might be more 
than a legalistic rule. At that point I considered the Sabbath as a 
legal demand which was to be obeyed in a legalistic way. There- 
fore, I reasoned, if the law changed from old to new the old day 
was no longer binding on me. I was free from the Sabbath. 


What I overlooked was that God's Sabbath law never was 
a legalistic rule. "The Sabbath was made for man." That is, the 
Sabbath was God's gift of rest to humankind. It is true that by 
the time Jesus was on earth religious lawyers had turned the good 
gift of the Sabbath into an unbearable burden. But "the Lord of 
the Sabbath", Jesus Christ, released the Day from that legal 
bondage. At the same time Jesus released humankind from that 
oppressive abuse of God's good gift of rest. 


It was time for me to reconsider my rejection of the Sab- 
bath. Not with the intention of using Sabbath observance as a 
means of salvation. The Sabbath is not and cannot be that (Col. 
2:16-19; Eph. 2:1-10). But saved people are still on earth and 
need to accept and enjoy God's gift of rest. 


I am free from using the Sabbath as a legalistic rule. At 
the same time, Jesus’ words "the Sabbath was made for man'"' 
can, if I will allow them to, set me free to rest within the will of the 
Lord while on earth. Is it not possible that "the law is good" in 
this same sense in precept after precept? 

P. O. Box 361, Graton, California 95444 


Editor's Note: There will be no issue printed in August. This is 
FISHING TIME! See you in September. 
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NO NEW LAW! 


By Bob D. Lewis 


Whether man is under law to God and whether that law 
is old or new, whether it is written in stone, in a book or on the 
human heart, makes little difference to one who has no interest in 
pleasing God. Interest in controversy about such matters, howev- 
er, is not limited only to simple would-be servants of God. Those 
whose possessions and positions are dependent upon a religious 
sytstem often have a significant stake in the common prception of 
the manner in which God is to be pleased (e.g., Demetrius, the 
silversmith in Acts 19). 

In Churches of Christ there is a concern that the idea of 
being ‘not under law” (Rom. 6:14, 15; Gal. 5:18), as interpreted 
by some, would make the directive of Acts 2:38 regarding bap- 
tism non-binding. Such a view, it is feared, would undermine the 
single most identifying doctrine of traditional Churches of Christ 
— the absolute essentiality of adult baptism (predicated upon a 
specific understanding of its relationship to salvation). It is this 
primary concern for the status of baptism that appears to cause 
many members of Churches of Christ to stop their ears when the 
subject of "grace" is being discussed. 

The traditional concept of grace in Churches of Christ is 
that it consists of God's gift of a "new" law, the obedience to 
which secures one's salvation. In keeping with this view, baptism 
constitutes the first act that causes one to be regarded as "‘obedi- 
ent." Thus, one is not yet regarded as having "obeyed" the gos- 
pel until after receiving baptism — obedience in faith, repentance 
and confession notwithstanding. All other definitions of grace 
within this tradition are generally lumped into a category of inter- 
pretations by which grace is pereceived to be lawlessness, which 
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ultimately makes baptism a matter of indifference and, in so do- 
ing, removes the uniqueness of the position held by Churches of 
Christ. Such has been the majority view of Christ's church 
throughout history. But a clear understanding of the relationship 
of baptism to law and grace is impossible so long as the New Tes- 
tament scriptures are regarded as a (new) law. 

It is a fact that the tern “new law" does not occur any- 
where in Scripture, a fact that seems to give no pause to a tradi- 
tion which has characterged itself as one which “is silent where 
the Bible is silent'' and says ''Bible things in Bible ways." In fact, 
the term "new law" is used so frequently by Church of Christ 
writers as to give the clear impression that it must surely be bibli- 
cal in origin. 

The seemingly inconsistent use of the term "new law" ap- 
pears to derive in part from the assumption that "covenant" and 
"law" are synonymous terms. Thus, it is assumed that the con- 
cept of a new law ts supported by the references in Scripture to a 
new covenant, 

While it is not the purpose of this essay to comparatively 
analyze the use of law and covenant in Scripture, the interested 


reader is referred to The Death of the Custodian, by W. Cart 


Ketcherside and 7he Covenants, by Robert Brinsmead. Both 
authors — who believe the Bible to be the inspired and 


norinative word of God — capably set forth the biblical evidence 
contradicting the notion that the new covenant scriptures 
constitute a "new" law from God. 

In the simplest of terms, God never gave but one formal 
law, and it was given through Moses on Mt. Sinat That law, with 
ten commandments (not the "ordinances" that accompanied the 
law), described the righteousness of God himself in a human con- 
text. It was a statement of how men ought to be because of who 
God zs. It will continue to be a truthful description of God's righ- 
teous nature for as long as God's nature remains unchanged. 
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That is to say that the "righteousness of the law" (the one and 
only law) is the only righteousness there is. There can be no oth- 
er, just as there can be no other God who is righteous. In this re- 
gard the apostle Paul clarifies that the "righteousness of the law" 
was fulfilled by Christ in order that the righteousness of that same 
law might be fulfilled in us — both in the justifying act of Christ 
on the cross and in the sanctifying work of his Spirit in our hearts 
(2 Thes. 2:13; 1 Pet. 1:2). 


The concept of making men righteous (free from guilt) by 
giving them a perfect law to follow was demonstrated by the na- 
tion of Israel to be futile. Yet the Scriptures clearly state that 
there was nothing wrong with the law — it was perfect. It failed 
to make men perfect, however, due to man's inability to keep tt 
perfectly — the only way a law can be kept, since failing in one 
part makes one guilty of all (James 2:10). Consequently, it 
became necessary to make man righteous in some other way. 
That "other way," however, was not to give him a new or better 
law — he already had the best law God could give (furthermore 
to improve on a _"perfect"’ law is a_ logical absurdity, a 
contradiction of terins). Along these lines Paul once wrote, "if 
there had been a law given which could have given life, verily 
righteousness should have been by the law” (Gal. 3:21). 


In contrast, Paul describes the function of the law as that 
of a schoolmaster or tutor to bring us to — to instill in us an 
awareness of the need for — faith. But ‘after faith is come, we 
are no longer under a schoolmaster (Gal. 3:25), or as he wrote to 
the Romans, “you are not under law but under grace" 
(6:14). (continued in next issue) 

P. O. Box 427, DeFuniak Springs, Florida 32435 
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BAPTISM IN THE GREAT COMMISSION 


By Dallas Burdette Part 2a of 3 


Thrust Statement: Baptism is the means whereby God allows us 
to share in the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus. 


Part one developed the concept that baptism is from 
heaven, not from men. From this statement, we cited Matthew 
28:18-20 to establish the binding validity of baptism upon all 
those who respond to God’s way of salvation through Jesus, 
God’s Anointed One. Then, we analyzed cases of conversions in 
the book of Acts to see how they understood the command of 
baptism in their response to the good news about salvation by 
grace through faith. This sermon seeks to develop the implica- 
tions of baptism in the life of the believer. | 

The ministry of the Christian community Is to preach the 
gospel. This particular ministry is accomplished through “prea- 
ching” God’s way of redemption and the “ordinances,” that is to 
say, through the Lord’s Supper and baptism. When the Word of 
God is preached, the gospel is being presented. When the Lord’s 
supper is distributed, the gospel is being presented. When bap- 
tism is practiced, the gospel is being presented. Why are the 
ordinances needed? is not the Word of God sufficient? These 
are questions that we, as Christians, need to reflect upon in order 
to appreciate what God has accomplished for us in His divine 
wisdom. 

As a young preacher boy, I used to quote, “I had rather 
get my sermon by what you do, rather than by what you say.” 
This principle is still applicable today. We are a people who need 
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to be reminded constantly of wbat God has accomplished for us 
in His love. Ifa thing is merely totd to me, it is all too easy for it to 
remain on the abstract and invisible plane, It is altogether differ- 
ent when, at the same time it is being told to me, the gospel is 
brought to my attention through deeds, that is, through baptism 
and the Lord’s supper. Actions affect and operate in a distinct 
way. It makes that which is told tangible and concrete in a man- 
ner that the mere word could never do. 


The Lord’s Supper 


In the observance of the Lord’s supper, it is God who, in 
Christ, stoops down to us to remind us of the vicarious sufferings 
of our Lord Jesus Christ for the redemption of mankind and of 
the final coming of Jesus again for His people. The Lord’s supper 
provides an opportunity for Christians to reflect upon the story of 
salvation by grace through faith in our Lord Jesus. In the obser- 
vance of the Lord’s supper, it is good for Christians to remember 
that this message of redemption is not mere word and proclama- 
tion, but reality and deed. In fact, Paul says, 


For { received from the Lord what I also passed on to 
you: The Lord Jesus, on the night he was betrayed, took 
bread, and when he had given thanks, he broke it and 
said, “This is ney body, which is for you; do this in remem 
branee of me.” Jn the same way, after supper he teok the 
cup, saying, “This cup is the new covenant in my blood; do 
this, whenever you dink it, in remembrance of me.” For 
whenever you eat this bread and drink this cup, you pro- 
claim the Lord’s death until he comes (1 Corinthians 
11:23-26).° 


The New International Vorefok: (Grand Rapids: MI: 
Zondervan Publishing House) 1984. All Scripture citations 
are from the NIV, unless otherwise stated. 
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Just as the Jews, in their observance of the Passover, told 
the story of redemption from Egypt, so the Christian is to tell the 
story of redemption from the world of darkness. Paul states em- 
phatically that in this feast of commemoration, Christians “pro- 
claim the death of the Master until He comes” (v. 26). We must 
remember that this message is not mere word and proclamation, 
but reality and deed. 


Chnstian Baptism 


In baptism, every Chastian encounters the gospel in con- 
crete deed. In baptism one is able to experience the death, burial, 
and resurrection of Jesus His Lord. Paul develops this concept in 
his letter to the Christians at Colosse. He stresses baptism as a 
burial and resurrection that the Colossians experienced through 
“faith in the power of God”: 


In hun you were also circumcised, in the putting off of the 
sinful nature, not with a circumcision done by the hands of 
men but with the cira«mncision done by Christ, having been 
buried with him in baptism and raised with him through 
your faith in the power of God, who raised him from the 
dead (Colossians 2:11-12). 


This same view is presented in Paul’s letter to the Church 
at Rome. In Romans 6, Paul calls attenton to nght behavior 
based upon their new relationship with God through Christ. In 
developing the standard for ethical behavior, he discusses the im- 
plications involved in Christian baptism. — 


What shall we say, then? Shall we go on sinning so that 
grace may increase? By no means! We died to sin; how 
can we live in it any longer? Or don’t you know that all of 
us who were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into 
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his death? We were therefore buried with him through 
baptism into death in order that, just as Christ was raised 
from the dead through the glory of the Father, we too may 
live a new life. If we have been united with him like this in 
his death, we will certainly also be united with him in his 
resurrection. For we know that our old self was crucifted 
with hin so that the body of sin might be done away with, 
thet we should no longer be slaves to sin — because anyone 
who has died has been freed from sin from sin (Romans 
6:1-7). 


In baptism God deals with us personally; He takes us 
from the power of darkness and sets us as believers into the king- 
dom of His Son. Through natural birth, we belong to a race that 
is subjected to sin and death, but through spiritual birth, we be- 
long to the new humanity. Jesus, in bis conversation with 
Nicodemus, speaks of the new birth that is required for entrance 
into the kingdom of heaven. He declares, 


I tell you the truth, no one can enter the kingdom of God 
unless he is born of water and the Spirit. Flesh gives birth 
to flesh, but the Spirit gives birth to spirit’ You should not 
be surprised at my saying, ‘You must be born again.’ The 
wind blows wherever it pleases. You hear its sound, but 
you cannot tell where i comes from or where it is going. 
So it is with everyone born of the Spirit (John 3:5-8). 


As stated above (Romans 6:1-7), Paul draws this concept 
of the new birth in concrete words in his description of Christian 
baptism. Through baptism, we are placed in an entirely new 
context. We are now members in the new humanity whose head 
is Christ and, as a result of this new birth, we now participate in 
God’s nghteousness and in the life of the new aeon, that is to say, 
eternal life. It is, no doubt, for this reason that baptism is called 
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“the birth of regeneration.” Listen carefully to the words of Paul 
to Titus: 
But when the kindness and love of God our Savior ap- 
peared, he saved us, not because of righteous things we 
had done, but because of his mercy. He saved us through 
the washing of rebirth and renewal by the Holy Spirit, 
whom he poured out en us generously through Jesus 
Christ our Savier, so that, having been justified by his 
grace, we might become hears having the hope of eternal 
life (Titus 3:4+-7). (Continued in next issue) 
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NEW COVENANT 
FORM AND RITUAL 


By Neal Griffin 


The forms and ctuals of the old covenant were necessary. The 
oid covenant, which was the schootmaster-custodian for the purpose of in- 
troducing God's children to the perfect Lamb of the new covenant, was 
admittedly inferior. Its reliance on forma and tual was necessary for the 
time but soon would pass. Fortunately for us form and ritual were nailed 
to the cross. Our allegpance is now to the object of the old covenant. The 
“schoolmaster,'' having detivered us into the hands of the ''Physician," is 
now dead. Modern reiigjonists are not, however, content to leave him bu- 
ried. His rotting bones are paraded before us in the form and ritual of 
Sunday ''worship services.'' It is a weakness of the fesh to require visible 
objects in which to place trust. This weakness is observed as far back as 
when Aaron was persuaded to build a visible object. In one of the famous 
Russian novels, a character was asked if he believed in Jesus. He honest- 
ly replied that he believed only in that which he could see, smei!, or touch. 
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This human wealmess for visible objects is acknowledged by 
most denominated religious organzzations and, not only acknowledged by, 
catered unto. Modern theologians have provided the ‘'golden calf'' for 
their followers. They have provided visible objects to occupy the minds of 
their followers. They have replaced robe atured priests of the old cove- 
nant with dandy attired pulpit ministers. They have replaced the altar of 
sacrifice with an elevated pulpit. They have replaced the temple with or- 
nate, and little used cathedrals. To these replacements they have added 
‘‘necessary'' rituals, and in so doing have effectively imposed old covenant 
form and ritual on new covenant worshipers. But, it is argued, this pro- 
vides the spectators with the visible objects so vital to their faith. Visible 
objects, form, and ritual provide the spectator with a false sense of having 
entered into the holy of holies, and of having offered up worship in spirit 
and truth. Having served up his full dose of Sunday religion, the specta- 
tor can leave the cathedral confident of having practiced true religion 
without making any application of it to his daily life. This is not good. 
This is not according to the Book. 


Dear reader you can see the folly in all of this. Jeresniahi proph- 
esied of a new and different covenant. Jesus said, as is recorded in John 
chapter 4, that true worship under the new covenant is not the worship 
that is confined to a place, but rather it would be a new sand of worship, 
and that is, in spirit and truth. In another place it is written that God 
dwells not in temples made with hands. In Romans 12 we read that the 
worship God expects of us is the worship of a dedicated life (a living sacri- 
fice). And in James } the Holy Spirit confirms that true religion is that 
which takes place in everyday courses of our lives — caring for widows 
and orphans, and keeping ourselves unspotted from the world. The reli- 
gion of Jesus the Chnst has nothing to do with form and ritual. It is a reli- 
gion about living. New covenant worshipers don't need form and ritual. 
They don't require visible objects for they have the object of their affec- 
tions in a more important place. They have Jesus dwelling in their hearts. 
They are done with form and ctual, and so should we be. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, TX 78023 
nenfim)2@aoLcom 
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THE DEPRAVITY OF MAN 


(CONTINUED) 


By R. L. Kilpatrick ‘ 
There are many who do not agree that we receive the 

corrupted nature of Adam and our former adversary on this 
point turns to Jeremiah 31:29 for support. ‘In those days they 
shall say no more, the fathers have eaten a sour grape, and the 
children's teeth are set on edge But everyone shall die for his own 
iniquity: every man that eateth the sour grape, his teeth shall be 
set on edge."’ But the very fact that the prophet said it wouldn't 
be this way in the future indicates that that was the way it was 
then! Why would a prophecy speak of a "change" in the future if 
there was nothing to change? Jeremiah then gives the greatest of 
all prophecies, the new covenant, and under it the old Adamic na- 
ture would not hold sway over the soul as it had since Adam, 
"For the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has made me tree 
from the law of sin and death" (Rom. 8:2). And yet the law of sin 
and death continues to hold sway over the physical man. Neither 
sin, Adamic nature, nor the law is annihilated in the New Age, 
but we have been made free from the bondage of these destruc- 
tive powers. Our brother says that the whole matter of inherited 
depravity is unfair: 

An infant who dies in his infancy poses a problem 

for the justice of God as well. Here is a child who 

has inherited the guilt of Adam's sin, he must be 

punished for Adam's sin, in spite of the fact that he 

has personally committed no sin of his own. I ask, 

"Can God be just in punishing those who personal- 

ly have committed no sin?" 

Since this brother created the problem he should be the 
one to solve it. His own traditional belief led him to this predica- 
ment. His conclusions in this matter will allow no answer for the 
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seeming unjustness' of God. Since the wages of sin is death, why 
does a child die who has committed no personal sin? Withous ac- 
cepting the truth of Adam's guilt, there is no plausible answer for 
this apparent paradox. To appeal to "it receives the 'con- 
sequence’ of Adam's sin" does not exonerate the injustice of God 
created by our brother. We can be sure that where there is death 
there is sin, and the punishment is just. He said, 

To show how this insults the goodness of God, con- 

sider this illustration. A newborn has no ability to 

feed himself or to dress himself. Suppose that his 

parent decides to spank him because he did not 

feed himself and dress himself. Would that parent 

be fair, just, and good" 

His illustration creates another paradox for which he 
should answer. He doesn't give an answer so let's turn the ques- 
tion back to him. 

In reference the "son" in Ezekiel 18:20, he suggests that it 
would be unjust for the son to die for the sins of the father (and it 
would be unjust according fo his interpretation of this passage). 
Now, let's ask, "Would God have been unjust had He put Adam 
to death before he committed sin. Surely he would answer yes. 
But this is exactly the case we have in the son who dies before 
reaching the age of accountability — if, as he says, the son is just as 
pure and innocent as Adam. How is it that God would be unjust 
in putting Adam to death before he sinned, and not unjust in al- 
lowing the son to die before committing personal acts of sin? We 
have no problem with this. Our brethren are fond of pointing out 
that "the soul that sins it will die" without seeming to realize that 
the sou] will die whether it sins or not — "As in Adam all die." 
The only question is, for whose sin do they die? 

Without accepting the fact that all humanity is 'con- 
ceived in sin, and shapened in iniquity," there is no satisfactory 
explanation that will harmonze al] known scripture surrounding 
the matter of man's inherited depravity. Adam's cormpted na- 
ture in man is God's legal ground for imposing the death sen- 
tence. The Adamic nature is never annihilated in this life, and 
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will not be until the “corruptible puts on the incorruptible". Inci- 
dentally, if forgiveness makes the sinner perfect in the absolute 
sense, who or what is the ''corrmuptible" that puts on the "incorru- 
ptible" in the resurrection? How can one who leaves this earthly 
life in a corruptible state have any chance for salvation? And 
why does man need a Mediator since forgiveness makes one per- 
fect? Concerning the fall of Adam, Strong says, 


In Adam's free act, the will of the race revolted 
from God and the nature of the race cormupted it- 
self. The nature which we now possess is the same 
nature that corrupted itself in Adam.’ (Continued) 


BAPTISM IN THE GREAT 
COMMISSION 


By Datlas Burdette Part 26 of 3 


Thrust Statement. Baptism is the means whereby God allows us 
to share in the death, burial and resuctechon of Jesus. 


Fifty days after the resurrection, Peter stood before a 
large multitude and proclaimed Jesus as God’s Anointed One for 
the redemption of all who would put their trust in Him (Acts 2). 
After proclaiming the message of salvation by grace through faith 
in Jesus, they were so cut to the heart for having crucified the 
Messiah that they respond by asking: “Brothers, what shall we 
do?” (2:37), Peter responds by saying: “Repent and be baptized, 
every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of 
your sins. And you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit” (2:38). 


A. H. Strong, Systematic Theology (Philadelphia, Fhe Griffith 
and Rowland Press, 1907), 619. 
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Peter combines “water” (“be baptwed”) and “Spirit.” In 
Jesus’ conversation with Nicodemus, He combines “water” and 
“Spirit.” Paul also combines ‘water’ and “Spirit” in his letter to 
Titus. Peter’s response to the crowd undoubtedly refers to “wat- 
er’ baptism in Acts 2:38. It is very similar in nature to the con- 
version of Cornelius and his household in which Peter says: “Can 
anyone keep these people from being baptized with water? They 
have received the Holy Spirit just as we have. So he ordered that 
they be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ” (Acts 10:47-48), 
How did the repentant Jews understand the command in Acts 
2:38? Luke says that ‘Those who accepted his message were 
baptized, and about three thousand were added to their number 
that day” (2:41). 








It is natural to assume that the baptism that Peter speaks 
about is water baptism. Luke, more than any other writer of the 
New Testament, records numerous conversions. One such con- 
version had to do with the baptism of the Ethiopian Eunuch. 
From the narrative of this conversion, Luke mentions water in 
conjunction with baptism. Luke says that 


The eunuch asked Philtp, “Tell me, please, who is the 
prophet talking about, himself or semeone else?” Then 
Philip began with that very passage of Scripture and told 
him the good news about Jesus. As they traveled aleng the 
road, they came to some water and the eunuch said, 
“Look, here is water. Why shouldn't I be baptized?” And 
he gave orders to stop the chariot. Then both Philip and 
the eunuch went down into the water and Philip baptized 
hint When they came up out of the water, the Spirit of the 
Lord suddenly took Philip away, and the eunuch did not 
see him again, but went on his way rgoicang (Acts 
8:34-39). 


“Both Philip and the eunuch went down into the water” 
and they both “‘came up out of the water,” according to Luke’s 
report. As mentioned above, the conversion of Cornelius and his 
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household involved baptism in water (Acts 10:46-48). In reflect- 
ing upon John’s baptism, we know that his baptism was also a 
baptism in water (Matt. 3:1-12). During one occasion of John’s 
baptism, Matthew reports that Jesus came to be baptized by 
John. In the narrative, Matthew, informs his readers that ‘‘as 
soon as Jesus was baptized, he went up out of the water’’ (3:16). 
Jesus begins his ministry with water baptism and concludes his 
ministry with the admonition to “go and make disciples of all na- 
tions, baptizing them” (28:19). According to Luke’s treatise 
(Acts) of the early beginnings of the church to Theophilus, the 
disciples understood this command of baptism to involve water 
baptism. Since John the Baptizer baptized Jesus, it is appropri- 
ate to cite the apostle John’s remarks about John’s baptizing near 
Salim. 


After this, Jesus and his disciples went out into the Judean 
countryside, where he spent some time with them, and bup- 
tized. Now John also was baptizing at Aenon near Salim, 
because there was plenty of wuier, and people were can- 
stantly coming to be baptized (John 3:22-23). 


From the context of these various Scriptures, it appears 
that it is through baptism that one is born into this new existence 
that God gave through Christ. Through the natural birth, one is 
born to a life that bears the mark of death. On the other hand, 
through baptism, that is to say, the “washing of rebirth” one is 
born to life-—to the life that is “in Christ.” Baptism, so it seems, is 
the act of initiation into the Christian life. Through baptism, one 
is implanted into a fellowship of life with Christ through the in- 
strumentality of the Holy Spint. Paul expresses the role of the 
Holy Spirit this way: “For we were all baptized by one Spirit into 
one body—whether Jews or Greeks, slave or free—and we were 
all given the one Spirit to drink” (1 Cor. 12:13). Again, one can- 
not help but reflect upon the words of Jesus to Nicodemus: “no 
one can enter the kingdom of God unless he is born of water and 
the Spint” (John 3:5). Jesus commanded water baptism in the 
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Great Commission (Matt. 28:18-20). If one wishes to see how 
they understood this command, then, as stated above, all one has 
to do is read the various accounts of conversions in the book of 
Acts. 

In baptism, the real incorporation “into Christ” takes 
place, that is to say, “into his death” (Rom 6:3) and resurrection 
(v.4). Yes, baptism not only represents His death but also it rep- 
resents His resurrection for the believer. Paul expresses it this 
way: “If we have been united with him like this in his death, we 
will certainly also be united with him in his resurrection” (6:5). 
The purpose of all this is that we might live a new life. It is in this 
vein that Paul says: ““We were therefore buried with him through 
baptism into death in order that, just as Christ was raised from 
the dead through the glory of the Father, we too may live a new 
life’ (6:4). Since the believer is in a new context, then, one can say 
with Paul, “I have been crucified with Christ and [ no longer live, 
but Christ lives in me. The life I live in the body, I live by faith in 
the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for me. I do not 
set aside the grace of God, for if righteousness could be gained 
through the law, Chnist died for nothing!” (Gal. 2:20-21). 


We are members in Christ’s body. Since that which hap- 
pened to Him who is the head and first born, then, this has also 
happened to us. In other words, we, too, have experienced death, 
burial, and resurrection. There appears to be a correspondence 
between Jesus’ baptism and our baptism. Matthew records the 
baptism of Jesus as He begins His ministry (Matt. 3:13-17). For 
Jesus, baptism was the act of initiation to His messianic work. 
Baptism showed Him the way He must go, that is, it was the way 
of suffering, death, and resurrection. Shortly before His crucifix- 
ion, Jesus predicted His death. Matthew records a conversation 
that He had with His disciples. 


Now as Jesus was going up to Jerusalem, he took the 
dvelve disciples aside and said to them, “We are going up 
to Jerusalem, and the Son of Man will be betrayed to the 
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chief priests and the teachers of the law. They will con- 
demn him to death and will turn him over to the Gentiles 
to be mocked and flogged and crucifiad. On the third day 
he will be raised to life!” Then the mother of Zebedse’s 
sons came to Jesus with her sons and, kneeling down, 
asked a favor of hirn “What is it you want?” he asked. 
She said, “Grant that one of these two sons of mine may sit 
at your right and the other at your left in your kingdom.” 
“You don’t know what you are asking,” Jesus said to 
them. “Can you drink the cup [ am going to drink?” “We 
can,” they answered. Jesus said to them, “You will indeed 
drink from my cup, but to sit at my right or left is not for 
me to grant. These places belong to those for whom they 
have been prepared by my Father (Matt. 20:17-23). 


His baptism was a baptism unto death. In conformity 
with this, Jesus speaks again and again of His suffering and death 
as a baptism that He had to undergo. For instance, Jesus says, 
“But I have a baptism to undergo, and how distressed I am until 
it is completed!” (Luke 12:50). Again, on another occasion, Jesus 
asked James and John: “Can you drink the cup I drink or be 
baptized with the baptism I am baptized with?” (Mark 10:38). 
Christ’s death upon the cross was that baptism which He under- 
went once for all, when He as Messiah, the suffering servant, took 
our place. In the same way, our baptism is the act of initiation 
through which we are brought into the messianic people. Our 
baptism embraces our entire Chnstian life from beginning to end. 


May God help each of us to remember that Christian 
baptism is not only a baptism unto death, but it is also a baptism 
unto resucrection. Paul calls attention to the new life that Chns- 
tians now share with Chnst. Following his remarks about bap- 
tism, he writes: 


For we know that since Christ was raised from the dead, 
he cannot die again; death no longer has mastery over 
hin The death he died, he died to sin once for ail; but the 
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life he lives, he lives to God. In the same way, count your- 
selves dead to sin but alive to God in Christ Jesus. There- 
fore do not let sin reign in your mortal body so that you 
obey its evil desires. Do not offer the parts of your body to 
sin, as instruments of wickedness, but rather offer your- 
selves to Gotl, as those who have been brought from death 
to life; and offer the parts of your body to him as instru- 
ments of righteousness. For sin shalt not be your mas- 


ter,because you are not under law, but under grace (Rome 
6: 7) ~f 4). 


These believers turned their lives around in order to glorify God. 
Paul says, “But thanks be to God that, though you used to be 
slaves to sin, you wholeheartedly obeyed the form of teaching to 
which you were entrusted. You have been set free from sin and 
have become slaves to righteousness” (Rom. 6:17-18). The Chris- 
tian “teaching” is not only the proclamation about God’s action 
in Christ, it is also the pattern or type of life that is in keeping 
with the teachings of Jesus about holiness. In other words, this 
“teaching” reflects the life of the Christian as it is to be shaped in 
Jesus. It is the same thought that Paul speaks of in Romans 12: 


Therefore, [urge you, brethers, in view of God’s mercy, to 
offer your bodies as living sacrifices, hoty and pleasing to 
God —this is your spiritual act of worship. Do not conform 
any longer to the pattern of this world, but be transformed 
by the renewing of your mind. Then you will be able to test 
and approve what God’s will is-Vus good, pleasing and 
perfect will (vv. 1-2). 


CONCLUSION 


From the time of baptism until death, the baptized person 
is to live his life “in Christ” (Col. 3:1-17). I ask you once more to 
reflect upon the baptism of Jesus as well as your own baptism. 
Jesus, by submitting to baptism, acknowledged God’s claim on 
Him. We, too, acknowledge God’s claim on us through baptism. 
For the believer, baptism calls forth a total consecration of life and 
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holiness of character. Christian baptism is recognizable as being 
a sign of the coming of God into a person’s life. Christian bap- 
tism is hope in action. Baptism is the sacrament of initiation and 
the door of grace. Yes, so it seems, God’s grace is appropriated 
through the medium of the visible sign of baptism. Through bap- 
tism in His name, believers are publicly set in Christ’s fellowship. 
Through baptism, we, through God’s grace, are allowed to share 
in the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus. 
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GOD'S SCHEME OF REDEMPTION 


By Arnold Hardin Part 2 of 2 


THE GOOD NEWS 

The gospel is the the good news of grace-righteousness, 
which by its very nature calls for faith-righteousness. But how 
can one by right before God and not work or earn such a rela- 
tionship? The Jews did not believe one could without works 
(obedience) of law. So it is with modern-day legalists. It is diffi- 
cult to accept that we have a real Saviour. Man desires to be told 
what to do in order to save himself. Our legalistic brethren will 
hurriedly remind us that we are to “'save yourselves” (Acts 2:40). 
We dare not plead our own righteousness for such is a "filthy 
rags." This is to insult God, nullify the cross and be offensive to 
200d sense. 

In presenting the good news, Paul as a skillful debater 
used Abraham as the example of how justification is without 
works of law. 
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1. Study carefully Romans 4 and Galatians 3. Abraham 
was promised an heir through whom Nations would be blessed. 
He trusted in that promise and his faith was reckoned unto him 
for righteousness (Gen. 15:6). If it had been by works he could 
have boasted but not toward God (Rom. 4:2). Works of law can- 
cel grace as one seeks to bring God into our debt (Rom. 4:4). 
Law works only wrath (v. 5). "For this cause it is of faith, that it 
may be according to grace” (v. 16). 

2. In Galatians 3 Paul argues that those under law are 
under a curse. Life does not come from law it must be given. 
Sometimes more faith is required to believe that God does some- 
thing for us than for us to do something for God. So it was with 
Abraham. Justified by faith 430 years before the law was even 
given and before he was circumcised. 

But now comes the modern-day legalists among us. They 
immediately say, ''Wait one minute! James says we are justified 
‘by works', as was Abraham, and I believe it." But they will not 
believe Paul when he says, ''not by works."" Who is right, Paul or 
James? A contradiction or do they complement one another? 
Paul wrote of sinners becoming saved thus he ruled out works 
(obedience) to law. Such only condemns. James wrote of Chris- 
tians whose faith proved to be vain in that they would not obey 
whatever conditions were placed on faith. Paul would agree with 
James’ use of works and James would agree with Paul. Why do 
our brethren never use what James had to say in Chapter one? 
He spoke of the law of Moses and says, '‘for whosoever shall keep 
the whole law, and yet stumble in one point, he is guilty of all” (Js. 
1:10). James did not believe in a system of law-works for salva- 
tion. He then spoke of the "law of liberty." What ts that? It is 
the principle of being free from the damnation of a law system 
whereby one infraction makes you guilty of all. Then he says, 
"Kor judgment is without mercy to him that hath showed no 
mercy: mercy glorieth against judgment" (v. 13). When you face 
God in judgment, do you want Justice? God forbid! We will 
need mercy and thank God there is a salvation by God's grace. 
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The divine formula is Ephesians 2:8-11. "Grace through 
faith, not of yourselves, it is the gift of God, not of works, that no 
man should glory." We are thus created in Christ unto good 
works. Faith in action. The difference between law and grace is 
the difference between animal blood and Christ's blood! A noted 
author among us has written in his commentary of James "that 
the verdict of Justification results from the works. Hence, no 
works, no Justification." He concluded that Abraham was not 
justified until he offered Isaac. Wrong, all wrong! Man does not 
believe merely in order to obey, but he obeys as an embodiment 
of his faith. James is not trying to add works to a dead faith in or- 
der to revive it. Preposterous to think that Abraham's faith was 
dead, vain, and useless until he offered his son. That attempted 
offering was no test of his living faith for he reasoned that as God 
brought forth Isaac from two "dead bodies", he would surely 
raise him from the dead. Brethren, wake up! Is baptism, for in- 
stance, possessed of magic powers that brings life to a dead faith? 

The spiritual battle for the survival of Christianity was 
fought over the defection of the Galatians who had turmed from 
Christ. Paul fought for "the truth of the gospel."" Christianity 
was in the balance. The Jerusalem conference was in reality a 
compromise (Acts 15). It had in it the seeds of trouble. Paul was 
to go to Gentiles; the others to the Jews. A Jewish community 
and a Gentile one. The Jews would live like Jews while Gentiles 
would be free from all such observances. Paul in preaching to 
Gentiles did not preach good advice, nor an invitation to do any- 
thing, nor a demand but an offer of salvation by faith in Chnist 
crucified. We must remember that justification by grace/aith 
and law/works cannot co-exist. 

Peter came to Antioch and associated with those Gentle 
Chnistians; but when Judaizers came from James and Peter re- 
treated from duty, "fearing them that were of the circumcision" 
(Gal. 2:11-14). Paul withstood Peter to his face. "But when I saw 
they walked not uprightly according to the truth of the gospel..." 
(Gal. 2:14). Not all truth is the gospel. Peter, in action, was deny- 
ing the cross. Advocates of legalism (depending on law keeping) 
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often ask if we believe one can fall from grace. The politics of le- 
galism is fear. Peter's fear drove him to fall from grace, "for if 
righteousness is through the law then Chnist died for nothing" 
(Gal. 2:21). "You are severed from Christ, you who would be 
justified by the law; you are fallen away from grace" (Gal. 5:4). 
Old law/new law controversy! This is indeed to be fallen from 
grace (Rom. 6:14). "Is the law then against the promises of God? 
God forbid: for if there had been a law given which could make 
alive, verily righteousness would have been by the law" (Gal. 
2:21-22). The promise was to those that believe. Brethren, your 
‘new law system" is no better than the old for God never gave 
law to save anyone. Peter was giving comfort to those preaching 
a different gospel to that of Paul. They were saying that faith in 
Christ is not enough; in addition the law had to be kept and cir- 
cumcision observed. Brethren, stop adding your Church of 
Christ traditions and creeds demanding that people keep them in 
addition to faith in Christ. 

Christ is our only nghteousness (1 Cor. 1:30; 2 Cor. 5:21). 
Philip taught the Eunuch from Isatah 53; but we rush from that 
scene to the water. Critics of grace then claim we do not believe 
in baptism. They claim baptism to be "a work" which Paul de- 
nied in Titus 3:4-8. Baptism is not something God just pulled out 
of the air to see if we would obey. {t has no meaning in and of it- 
self. Sinners are commanded to be baptized in the name of Jesus 
thus symbolizing Our Lord's burial and resurrection. It is not 
some random act apart from faith; it is faith embodied, expressed 
and is therefore directly related to the cross. Sinners become chil- 
dren of God by faith and at the very moment the penitent believ- 
er is baptized into Christ that one by faith is clothed with the 
merits of the righteousness of Christ (Gal. 3:26-27). We thus be- 
come the seed of Abraham “heirs according to promise." 

There was no earthly reason for the cross — but you and 
me. Give him praise! 

2722 McCutcheon, Dallas, Texas 78227 
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NO NEW LAW! 


(continued from July issue) 


By Bob Lewis 


It was in his letter to the Galatians that Paul made his 
strongest appeal to those who seek to please God on the basis of 
law. In that appeal his contrast is never between two laws but be- 
tween law and faith, law and grace, law and freedom, law and the 
Spirnt of God. It is in this same letter that we find the only in- 
stance in which any biblical writer ever uses the term "law of 
Christ.''" Yet in the same sentence in which the term occurs, the 
inspired apostle explains precisely how this law is to be completely 
fulfilled — he says, bear one another's burdens "and so fulfill the 
law of Christ" (Gal. 6:2). The key word here is "'so,'’ meaning in 
this way or in so doing. 

In his statement to the Galatians, Paul is not acknowledg- 
ing the existence of a written code of laws referred to as the "law 
of Christ" in contrast with the "law of Moses." He is merely ex- 
tending his explanation of an earlier reference (some fourteen 
verses before) to the fact that the only thing that counts ts "faith 
working through love'' (5:14), the kind of love that God is. The 
righteousness of Christ was and is this righteousness "of the law."' 
And since we have been clothed with Christ (3:27), having been 
given his Spirit, it stands to reason that we too must love. It is in 
this way that his likeness is seen in us and we are enabled to 
fulfill the law of Christ— to love as he loves. 

It is the overwhelming conclusion of Scripture that obedt 
ence must be motivated by love —an unconditional commitment 
to serving the needs of others —in order to be authentic or 
genuine (1 Cor. 13). But if obedience is authenticated by love 
(which is the only proper motive for behavior —whether in 
thought, word, or deed), then the absolute imperative —the real or 
royal law —is divine love. It was in this regard that Jesus 
declared God's law to be summed up or fully obeyed by the kind of 
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love reflected in the "golden rule"’ (Mt. 7:12), the kind of love with 
which God's is. 

Jesus did not come to bring a new religion or a new law or 
to establish a new instttution. He came to bring new life. And the 
life he came to bring is his very own. It's that life which was in 
the beginning, of which John speaks in chapter | of his gospel. It 
is that life which was 172% God and which sas God. It's that life 
which John says became the fight of men. And it is that same life 
which is "poured out" into our hearts (Rom. 5:5) in the gift of 
God's own Spint. The same apostle John tells us in his first 
epistle that the life which was from the beginning is love, God's 
own kind of love, a love which dispels the darkness of 
selfishness and enables those who possess it to love as God loves 
— even those who don't love us in return. 


Jesus came to create a community of believers in which 
the only law ts a perfect law — a law which provides liberty or 
freedom from the power of sin, freedom from the tyranny of the 
flesh. He came to establish a community in which the only law is 
the simple imperative imposed by the presence of God's Spirit of 
love in the inner being, compelling men and women to want to do 
unto others as they would want others to do unto them. He came 
to build a community in which each member considers all other 
members as better than themselves (Phil. 2:3), He came to con- 
struct 4 community in which every member ts unconditionally 
committed to or has a decided preference for serving the needs of 
every other member — in which each member considers his 
neighbor's burden to be his own, and in so doing fulfills the “law 
of Christ.” 

Christ did not come to establish a church, in the common, 
institutional, understanding of the word. He came to build a 
community of faith, a community in which believers are strength- 
ened with the power to comprehend how far Christ's love would 
go in meeting the needs of others, 2 community in which every 
member comes to experience the very love of God's nature, a 
community which is filled with the very fulness of God himself — 
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as was the Lord Jesus — a community in which every participant 
shares in the divine nature of God. 


It is the brightness of such a community, the light of such 
life, which cannot be prevailed upon or overcome by the darkness 
of human selfishness. In such a community, God is at work in ev- 
ery member both willing and doing his own good pleasure to his 
own glory. "Oh for the wonderful love he has promised." 
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CAN WOMEN NOW 
LEAD IN THE CHURCH? 


—S 


By Harold key | Part 1 of 4 


o What is our Scriptural backing? 

o What are the spiritual truths? 

0 Should an elder or man ask a woman to 
do what the Scriptures tell her not to? 


The above questions were given to me by a Church of 
Christ member. To members of other Bible-believing Churches 
(Christian Church, Baptist, Church of God, Nazarene, etc.), this 
is no issue at all. But to those of the Church of Christ, this has 
been a widely debated matter. 

I think the issue might be summed up in a rephrased 
question. 

Are Women Forbidden To Lead In Any Way In The Church? 

I have no illusion that my effort to address these questions 
will really satisfy anyone with a differing mind. It may not full 
satisfy me in the future. I have had to change many of the views I 
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grew up with. And | probably will modify to some extent these 
which 1] now hold. 


Before trying to deal directly with the issue involved in the 
above questions, it seems appropriate to consider what kind of 
mind-set we have as we a approach this, or any, question. In Je- 
sus’ time, the Pharisees approached every matter with a legal 
mind-set. To them the law was the end within itself. They con- 
sidered every commandment as of equal weight. ‘They ap- 
proached the will of God piecemeal; commandment by 
commandment. Therefore, one command was as important as 
another in their thinking. 


Not so with Jesus who looked at the whole of God's will. 
He knew any other approach was wrong. The Pharisees charged 
Jesus with breaking the law because he would not be bound by 
their approach (traditions). Jesus opposed their mind-set by de- 
claring that law was made for people, rather than people being 
made for law. He said, Woe to you Pharisees. .. You give a 
tenth of your spices — mint, dill and cummin. But you have ne- 
elected the more important matters of the law — justice, mercy 
and faithfulness" (Mat. 23:23). 


Just what are "the weightier matters?" Jesus said the 
whole law is summed up in this: love for God and love for one’s 
fellow man (Mat. 22:34-40). 


Both Jesus and the apostles affirmed that the intent of all 
law is the developing of the heart of love. This is the most Godlike 
of all qualities, ''because God is love" (1 John 4:8). This is why 
"he who loves his fellow man has fulfilled the law. . . Therefore 
love is the fulfillment of the law" (Rom. 13:8, 10). 


in approaching any and all questions about what God 
wants, it is vital that we remember "the goal of the command is 
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love which comes from a clean heart and a good conscience and a 
sincere faith" (1 Tim. 1:5). 


I am grateful to those who have had patience with me in 
my coming to understand that the purpose of any and all com- 
mands is to make us like Christ. | am thankful to those who bear 
with me now. And I will surely be indebted to those who contin- 
ue to be patient with me as I, hopefully, keep growing in the grace 
and Imowledge of the Lord Jesus Christ. 


It is definitely a mark of Christlikeness on the part of all 
who practice the biblical admonitions to be patient, forebearing 
and long-suffering toward other brothers and sisters in the family 
of God. 


God's family is one because it has one Spirit who equips 
each of the members as Re will "for the common good" (1 Cor. 
12:7-11. 

... to prepare God's people for works of service, so that the 
body of Christ may be built up until we all reach unity in 
the faith, and in the knowledge of the Son of God and be- 
come manure, attaining to the whole measure of the ful- 
lness of Christ... spaaking the truth in love, we will in all 
things grow up into him who is Head, that is, Christ. 
From him the whole body, joined and held together by e- 
ery supporting ligament, grows and builds itself up in love, 
as each part does it work (Eph. 4:13-18). 


Before dealing directly with the particular question about 
women, I think we need to make a few observations. 

First, there always will be differences in judgment be- 
tween sincere brothers and sisters in Christ about many "things" 
in which we all need to “grow up." Let us keep in mind that our 
overriding mission is for all (individually and collectively) to help 
everyone of us to become like Jesus ("to grow up into Chnist"’). 
We are members of him and, therefore, of one another. Jt is his 
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likeness — his heart, his mind — we seek for ourselves and for each 
other. 

Again, it is no sin to begin as immature. It is a sin only if 
we refuse to grow. However, growth means a life-long process of 
developing from immaturity to greater and greater matunty. 
Since all of us are at differing stages somewhere along that pro- 
cess, we should be as patient with those we consider less mature, 
as those who are more advanced should be with us. 

Another observation: we are each a special part in the 
body of Christ for the purpose of receiving help from others and 
giving help to others. As the Head divinely equips and empowers 
each member of his body for such, there is a place, then, for each 
to function in serving the whole. 


All believers in Christ, male and female, are equally "sons 
of God through faith in Chnst Jesus" (Gal. 3:26). Jesus came 
into the world that regarded women on a level barely above slav- 
ery. Whenever the "good news" of Jesus Christ has gone and 
been received, human values have been radically altered. Human 
worth is no longer to be measured by fallible worldly standards, 
but only the the standard of God's righteousness as it has been 
shown us in Jesus. 


Since all alike are clothed with Christ and put nght with 
God on the basis of what Christ has done for us (rather than 
what we do right), then "there is neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor 
free, male nor female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus" (Gal. 
3:26-28). "From now on we regard no one from a worldly point 
of view ... Therefore, if anyone is in Christ, he is a new creation; 
the old has gone, the new has come" (1 Cor. 5:17). Or, as the 
King James Version puts it, "... old things are passed away; be- 
hold, all things are become new." Since this is true, there is no 
difference in the worth or standing of any persons in God's eyes. 
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THE DEPRAVITY OF MAN 
CONFRONTED BY LAW 


By R.L. Kilpatrick 


I have said on a number of occasions that if Christian 
doctrine is to be understood, it must be understood as it relates to 
law. That the subject of law is grossly misunderstood in the 
church today goes without saying. Even those who recognize that 
a great part of our church problem is due to a lack of knowledge, 
fail to see knowledge of law as the prime area of shortcoming. 
This stems from the traditional notion that law refers to the Law 
of Moses and the Old Testament, and since both have been done 
away with, why bother with it. This type of thinking creates 
problems rather than solves them. _ 

Too often when the subject of law is discussed brethren 
fail to clarify the word "law", even when they know that it will be 
received with a meaning different from their own undeerstand- 
ing. For example, one brother will say, "Of course we live under 
law! It's ridiculous to think otherwise." The difficulty here is not 
that the speaker has misstated the truth, because he is right. We 
do live underlaw. However, the hearer is not likely to understand 
it the way the speaker understands it. There are volumes to be 
read and digested before the hearer can really understand what 
the statement realty means and why it is comect. But when it is 
said by one who has understanding of law and who knows that 
his hearer is going to preceive something different than what is in 
his own mind, he is being somewhat deceptive unless he clarifies 
his meaning. 

There are three terms used in law that need to be sepa- 
rated and clanfted: 1) the "law of God"; 2) the “law of Moses" 
and 3) the " law of Christ." We could mention two others, even 
though we believe a proper exposition of these three will clarify 
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them, 1.e.. the "law of the Spirit of life" and the “law of sin and 
death.’ These don't belong in the same category as others. 

The Law of God. When we talk about the law of God we 
are in effect talking about the ''will'' of God; for whatever the will 
of God is, that is law. In a slightly difference sense, the law of God 
is His divine attributes. In other words, God has demanded 
through law that his creatures be what he is. When Paul said 
that the Gentiles were a "law unto themselves,’’ he meant only 
that their lifestyle was based upon their inner nature and was to 
them a "natural law." Jt was natural because that was the way 
they were created, and they were created in the ''image” of God. 
God spoke through Moses and forbade murder because the vic- 
tim was "created in the image of God" (Gen. 9:6). 

The law of God is to be distinguished from the law of 
Moses, even though the law of God certainly forms the basis for 
it. When God spoke the 10 Commandments from heaven and 
wrote them on tables of stone with his own finger, this alone is 
sufficient to set aside that part of the law of Moses as something 
unique and eternal. The “engraving” signifies the lasting quality. 
The fact that God had a special ark made to house the tablets and 
the fact that his mercy seat was positioned above the tables of law 
signifies that his dealings with mankind is based upon the moral 
law set forth in the 10 Commandments. When the 10 are re- 
duced to their highest denominator, they spell "love," the great 
principle upon which he deals with his creatures. Note that Com- 
mandments 1 through 4 delineate man's obligation to God and 
embraces the first and greatest commandments to “love God." 
Commandment number 5 looks both in the direction of God and 
also man, as parents serve as God's representatives until children 
become mature and accountable. No. 6 through 10 speaks of 
man's obligation to man and embraces the second of the two 
greatest commandments, ‘love thy neighbor." 

“And Upon These Two (Love God, Love Man) Hang All The 
Law And-:Prophets.” 

But let us understand this: The 10 Commandments are 

nothing more than (and the same as) the law that God impressed 
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upon the nature of man when he was created. The 10 are verbal 
expressions of God's "image" in Adam and all who are born into 
Adam's earthly family — even though now corrupted by sin. The 
moral and spiritual image of God is indelibly stamped on man's 
nature and not even Satan can annihilate it. 

Therefore the only thing new abeut the 10 commandment 
law given at Sinai was the writing of it. It was already in the 
heart and was the guide for the Gentiles who were ''a law unto 
themselves." What did Jesus teach in the Sermnon on the Mount 
except the moral law, the "image" of God in man, the Ten Com- 
mandments. They were easy to accept because they were already 
in the heart. To illustrate the point, I listened to a missionary as 
he described how he explained Jesus to people who had never 
heard of Him. He said that he only pointed out those positive 
things that all people already believed — like “This man came and 
taught that it was wrong to "Steal," to which all agreed. ‘He 
taught that it is wrong to take innocent life and that we should 
love our neighbor," again he touched on those things that already 
existed deep down into the nature of all human beings to which 
all readily agreed. "He taught that Adultery was wrong." That 
elicited a positive response, and on-and-on, emphasizing those 
things common to the moral nature of all mankind. He explained 
that this approach put his audience into a positive, agreeable 
mode and from there on it was simply a matter of convincing 
them that his person was from Heaven, from God. ‘How else", 
they would reason, ''How could a man know and understand 
what is in our hearts except that he be from Heaven." 

The missionary was doing nothing more than building 
upon the image of God already existing in the heart of God's 
creatures. This ts that which is permanent, and without it there 
would be no basis for appeal to the human conscience. Good is 
attracted to Good. Satan cannot be saved, even though he be- 
lieved, because there is no basis in his nature upon which Good- 
ness can be built. But for us who are not "totally evil" it is the 
bridge upon which the Gospel finds a foothold and expands into 
faith and obedience. - Continued 
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BAPTISM IN THE 
GREAT COMMISSION 


By Dallas Burdette Part 3 of 3 


Trust Statement: Baptism is both symbol and sacrament. 


Is baptism a symbol? Is baptism asacrament? Is it both? 
Since neither word (symbol or sacrament) is employed in the New 
Testament writings with baptism, then these words are accom- 
modative nomenclatures to express truths contained in baptism. 
It appears, so it seems to this author, that baptism is a symbol of 
the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus Christ. On the other 
hand, it also appears that remission of sins is associated in some 
sense with baptism.’ This author has chosen these two words — 
symbol and sacrament — to try to capture the essence of baptism 
in the Christian age. | 

Is baptism something necessary for salvation? Frequent- 
ly, one interprets baptism within the framework of one's own ex- 
perience. A good example involves the various explanations 
attached to the numerous Scriptures dealing with baptism. A 
common tendency is to read into the text one's own preconceived 
prejudices. It appears that one such conclusion is that baptism is 
not correct if one does not understand the precise moment God 
remits sin(s) in the life of the believer. If baptism is not performed 
specifically “for the remission of sins,” then baptism is invalid, ac- 
cording to many. 

Numerous attempts have been made to reconcile baptism 
with justification by faith. Another crucial question is: What 


This is why baptism is spoken of as a sacrament. Even 


though the word sacrament is employed in this essay, it is not to be 
interpreted as a sacrament in the normal sense of the term as 
utilized by the Catholic Church. 
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relationship does water baptism have with faith? Again, one 
must inquire about the “act” of baptism in its relationship to 
salvation. Does baptism in and of itself have magical power to 
save an individual apart from faith? Once more, is baptism to be 
interpreted as a work whereby one earns his or her salvation? Or 
is baptism a means whereby one responds to salvation offered 
through faith? Can one dispense with water baptism? Does it 
have any place in God's economy? These are questions that con- 
front every devout Christian. One seeks to have balance in his or 
her understanding of this ceremony commanded by God. 

There appears to be a tendency within the Christian com- 
munity to defame, or discredit, water baptism. One can take it or 
leave it, so it seems to many! But is this Biblical? Is baptism or- 
dained of God? In other words, Is baptism commanded by God 
for believers? Are the chief doctrines of Christianity contained in 
the theology of baptism? What is the significance of baptism in 
the Christian economy? 

Before one embarks upon the question: “Baptism: Sym- 
bol or Sacrament?”, a word of caution is needed concerning our 
phraseology about baptism being God's plan of salvation. Chris- 
tians talk of God's plan of salvation; but what do believers mean 
by this phrase? The “plan of salvation” is identified with: 
hearing, believing, repenting, confessing, and being baptized. But 
is this God's plan of salvation? Or are these the means whereby 
one responds to God's “plan of salvation,"' which is Jesus Christ. 
Jesus says, “J am the way.” God sent Jesus in order to redeem 
man from His wrath. Salvation is IN and THROUGH Jesus 
Christ. 

BAPTISM AS SYMBOL 


When one confronts Pauline teaching on baptism, one is 
confronted with a whole range of ideas of a most complex subject. 
For example, Paul informs the Colossians that in Christ everyone 
is a “new self’ (3:10); in other words, in Christ there is neither 
“Greek or Jew, circumcised or uncircumcised, barbarian, Scy- 
thian, slave or free, but Christ is all, and is in all’’ (3:11). All this is 
expressed as having “‘put on the new self” (3:10). How does one 
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become united with Christ wherein the divisions of our race are 
obliterated? This, according to Paul, occurs when one is “Buried 
with him in baptism and raised with him through your faith in 
the power of God, who raised him from the dead” (2:12). 

Within the ekk/esia (church) of God, the divisions of our race are 
wiped out, the work of Christ for all men become visible and ef- 
fective, for to be “in Christ” is to be in the church. Into all of this 
a man steps as he puts his faith in Christ and ts baptized: “For as 
many of you as have been baptized into Christ have put on 
Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor 
free, there is neither male nor female for ye are all one in Christ 
Jesus” (Gal. 3:26-27). These ideas and presuppositions are ex- 
pressed graphically in Colossians 3:10ff. 

Jesus has become the Initiator of a new race of men who 
lanow the power of redemption. For Paul the doctrine of salva- 
tion is as Christ-centered as his doctrine of the ekk/esia, and both 
come to spotlight in water baptism. In other words, baptism di- 
rects the gaze of the man or woman being baptized, as well as 
‘those who observe his/her baptism, to Him who died and rose for 
all men: “Don’t you know that all of us who were bapteed into 
Christ Jesus were baptized into his death? We were therefore 
buried with him through baptism into death in order that, just as 
Christ was raised from the dead through the glory of the Father, 
we too may live a new life. If we have been united with him like 
this in his death, we will certainly also be united with him in his 
resurrection.” (Romans 6:3-5). 


Baptism was ordained by the Lord for all Christians, just 
as the Christian experience of life in Christ Jesus through the 
Holy Spirit was intended for all believers: ““Repent and be bap- 
tized, every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the for- 
giveness of your sins. And you will receive the gift of the Holy 
Spirit” (Acts 2:38), This command on the part of Peter was in 
response to the words of Jesus as recorded by Matthew: “Go and 
make disciples ¢t ai: nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father and of tne Son and of the Holy Spirit” (28:19). 
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Many today deny the importance of baptism as a means 
for the transmission of grace, that is, forgiveness of sins, reception 
of the Holy Spint, induction into the body of Christ, etc.; thus, 
many insist on ONLY viewing baptism as a beautiful and expres- 
sive symbol of certain basic facts in the redemptive mission of our 
Lord, but, at the same time, deny any efficacy or grace imparted 
to the respondent. Therefore, a key term employed by many be- 
lievers ‘s simply “representation.” In other words, to many, bap- 
tism is nothing more than a picture, a witness, a sign of the 
salvation established by the Lord. Yes, it ts this, but more. 


SACRAMENT 


Another side of the coin is baptism as a sacrament. Yet 
this aspect of baptism may also be corrupted. It is wrong to look 
upon baptism as a “miracle working rite” (sacramentalism). 
Baptism is not a human manipulation, a secret procedure 
through which a man or woman may appropriate something 
hard to obtain. It is not a heathen rite in which one engages in 
order to control his gods. No, in Christian baptism, the blessings 
of salvation mediated through it are bestowed by God. It is in re- 
sponse to God as Creator for His great love where with He loved 
us that one is submissive to the ordinance of baptism. In other 
words, baptism should never be viewed as a “magical rite’; that 
ts, baptismal regeneration. It is both symbol and sacrament. 

When one approaches the symbolic nature of baptism 
and its sacramental nature, one has the tendency to go to ex- 
tremes. For example, when the symbolic nature of baptism is 
stressed, the tendency is to look upon baptism as a useless addi- 
tion that supplies nothing important. In other words, it is super- 
fluous, no real value. Though many abuse baptism as 
commanded by Jesus, one must never forget the symbolic element 
in baptism. For in the symbolic element of baptism, the death, 
burial, and resurrection of Jesus is easily grasped and should be 
safeguarded rather than minimized. Immersion is much clearer 
in this symbolic act than the act of pouring or sprinkling. 
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One of the most obvious elements in baptismal symbolism 
is the cleansing of sin: “And now what are you waiting for? Get 
up, be baptized and wash your sins away, calling on his name” 
(Acts 22:16). Second, the sinking of the baptized beneath water 
and rising again ts an appropriate symbolism of our union with 
Christ in His death, burial, and resurrection (Rom. 6:3-5). This 
act of baptism represents it vividly! 

One cannot deny that the Holy Spirit associates gifts, ef- 
fects, blessing, and associations with baptism. Consider the fol- 
lowing: (1) forgiveness of sins associated with baptism on 
Pentecost |Acts 2:38}; (2) Ananias expresses the same thing in 
terms to Paul about baptism |22:16]; (3) baptism and union of 
Christ are combined in Galatians {‘‘for’ indicates how these men 
of faith came to be in Christ {3:26}] [3:26]; (3) in baptism, one is 
buned and raised with Christ {Col. 2:12]; (4) in baptism, union 
with Christ and release from the power and guilt of sin and the 
sharing in the risen life of the redeemer are drawn out (Rom. 
6:1-11]; (5) in baptism, the possession of the Holy Spirit ts granted 
|Acts 2:38}; (6) baptism and washing of the new beginning are 
combined by Paul [Titus 3:5]. 

This last quote (Titus 3:5) deserves speciai attention: “Not 
because of righteous things we had done, but because of his 
mercy. He saved us through the washing of rebirth and renewal 
by the Moly Spirit.” Salvation is characterized by the “rebirth” 
(new beginning) and “renewal” which the Holy Spirit effects. In 
other words, water cannot give the “new beginning” with God; 
only the Holy Spirit can produce that, but the context of his op- 
eration is here stated to be baptism (see also John 3:5 and I Cor. 
12:13). 

Membership within the Christian community (church) is 
associated with baptism: “For we were all baptized by one Spint 
into one body” (I Cor. 12:13). This Scripture is of significance in 
that it implies that to be baptized in water is to be baptized in the 
Spirit. Inheritance of the Kingdom of God is identified with bap- 
tism: “Jesus answered, ‘I tell you the truth, no one can enter the 
kingdom of God unless he is born of water and the Spirit’” (Jn. 
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3:5). By the time that John wrote this account of Jesus and his 
activities, it had become axiomatic tn the ekk/esia that baptism in 
water and the gift of the Spirit were combined in a single experi- 
ence (Acts 2:38), In Paul's first letter to Corinth, he associates 
baptism, sanctification (consecration), and justification: “But you 
were washed, you were sanctified, you were justified in the name 
of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God” (I Cor 
6:11), presumably in consequence of their baptism. 

We conclude this list by recalling the importance of the 
baptismal text in First Peter 3:21: “This water symbolizes bap- 
tism that now saves you also—not the removal of dirt from the 
body but the pledge of a good conscience toward God. It saves 
you by the resurrection of Jesus Christ.” It should be observed 
that the operative factor in all of this is the “resurrection of Jesus 
Christ,” not water. The water of baptism saves nobody. The 
baptism that saves is one in which the baptized declares his re- 
sponse to God's approach to him through the Gospel of Christ: 
‘For in the gospel a righteousness from God is revealed, a righ- 
teousness that is by faith from first to last, just as it is written: 
the just will live by faith” (Rom. 1:17). 

Baptism ts a spiritual act, and this is why Peter ts so anx- 
ious to correct any possible misapprehension of it. Peter would 
have concurred with Paul: “For it is by grace you have been 
saved, through faith—and this not from yourselves, it is the gift of 
God—not by works, so that no one can boast” (Eph. 2:8-9). 

CONCLUSION 

In the light of the above study, I am compelled to con- 
clude that the understanding of baptism as “fa beautiful and ex- 
pressive symbol,” and nothing more, is irreconcilable with the 
New Testament. Also for one to understand baptism only as a 
sacrament, that is, as a magic formula for the forgiveness of sins 
apart from the atonement is also wrong. Baptism embodies the 
saving acts of God in Christ and the response of the person sub- 
mitting in baptism to that Gospel. The proclamation of the Good 
News and the hearing of faith are united in a single action, name- 
ly, baptism. 
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By Harold Key Part 2 of 4 


Therefore, if anyone is in Christ, he is a 
new creation, the old has gone, the new nas 
come (1I Cor. 5:17). 

You are all sons of God through faith tin 
Christ Jesus, for all of you who have been bap- 
fized into Christ have been clothed with Christ. 
There is neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor free, 
male nor female, for you are all one in Christ 
Jesus (Gal. 3:26-29), 


It was this new dimension of grace (in consecrating 
and equipping people) that Peter and the Eleven recognized 
on that day of Pentecost fellowing the death and resur- 
rection of Jesus. So they proclaimed: 


This is that which was spoken by the prophet Joel: 
"In the last days, God says, I will pour out my Spirit 
on all people. Your sons and your daughters will 
prophesy, your young men will see visions, your old 
men shall dream dreams. Even on my servants, both 
men and women, I will pour out my Spirit in those 
day's, and they will prophesy (Acts 2" 16-18 quoting 
Joel 2:28-29). 
While the Apostles together with the women (Acts 
1:14) experienced the Holy Spirit being poured out upon 
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Jewish people at the beginning, they did not at that time 
grasp the fact that God's promise extended to everyone 
equally. Peter had to have a special revelation in order to 
see that God included Gentiles. And even after the Jerusa- 
lem conference (Acts 15) and years of missionary activity 
among Gentiles, some Jews were never really comfortable 
with full Gentile equality (Gal. 2:11-13). And it is very like- 
ly that some slave-owners were not comfortable with slaves 
becoming equal with their masters (just like some husbands 
are with their wives today). 


But that's the way the gospel works. There ts only 
one body. And there is only one Head of the Body. And 
that Head is not men, but the Lord Jesus Christ. 


Only when believers realize they all have the same 
identical basis for their standing before God, only when 
they all realize that the true end of every command ts: sub- 
mission in love to God and to each other (Eph. §:21), only 
then is there harmony as the unity of the Spirit is kept in 
the bond of peace., It is a pity that many people see only 
the two verses of Ephesians $:22-23, but never see the pre- 
ceding verse which clarifies what those verses and the 
whole passage actually mean. 


Now for another apparent inconsistency. | empha- 
size "apparent" because this ts an accommodation to the 
immaturity of His children, rather than what our Heavenly 
Father actually desires. The "restriction" of women (at Co- 
rinth and Ephesus) needs to be viewed in keeping with Je- 
sus’ answer when Pharisees asked him, 


Why did Moses command that « man give his wife a 
certificate of divorce and send her away? Jesus re- 
plied, "Moses permitted you to divorce your wives 
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because your hearts were hard. But it was not this 

way from the beginning" (Matt. 19:7-8). 

What legalists interpreted as a "command," Jesus 
rephrased more accurately as "permitted," since that was 
the best that circumstances allowed women with such hus- 
bands in those times. But Jesus knew that God never in- 
tended divorce when He created man and woman. 


If we can understand that some "commands" are 
not what God really intends as the highest good of His peo- 
pte, but rather are concessions to the "hard" or immature 
condition, then we will understand that as we "grow up 
into Christ," temporary directives will no longer be 
appropriate. 


Is that not likely the manner that every wise and 
caring parent practices with children? Is there any contra- 
diction in encouraging each of our children to participate in 
our family gathering, but then calling “time out" for any 
one who misbehaves? Of course not. We recognize it is 
wise and very proper to adopt interim practical measures 
when desired standards of conduct are being violated. 


In actuality, every one of the New Testament letters 
was writien because someone was misbehaving. There are 
at least one or more problems in each church that the writ- 
er specifically addressed. The churches were different and 
the problems were different. Therefore, the instruction was 
different, because it was suited to the local situation in its 
direction and application. 


Whenever love is lost and selfishness prevails, rules 
are made and enforced to re-establish outward order until 
the Spirit restores inner health and harmony to the group. 
When spiritual maturity (which is simply the mind and 
conduct of Christ -- Christlikeness), when that prevails it is 
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this inner principle that controls us, rather than the legal 
command. 

The same Apostle Paul who wrote the Scriptures de- 
claring that love is the fulfillment of the law -- that every- 
one in Jesus Christ is a new creation and is equal before 
God -- wrote "rules" to some congregations that might 
seem (to superficial readers) to be opposed to the very 
ideals he had just declared to them. 


For example, in order to understand his "rules"in 
his letter to the Corinthians, we must remember he first 
stated: 


Brothers I could not address you as spiritual but as 
worldly -- mere infants in Christ. I gave you milk, 
not Solid food, for you were not yet ready for tt. In- 
deed, you are still not ready. You are still worldly. 
For since there is jealously and quarreling among 
you, are you not worldly? Are you not acting as 
mere men? (1 Cor. 3:1-3). 


Paul declared to them principles that are universally 
and eternally true. But he recognized by their immature 
behavior that they were not yet ready to act from 
{"receive'') what he really desire to give them. So he wisely 
interposed rules for them that were appropriate according 
to the level of maturity among those ''children" (converts) 
of his. 


All parents should desire only the best for their chil- 
dren, to so protect children when infants and toddlers, rules 
for safety and well being must be imposed that are ap- 
propriate, But such rules cease when the children mature. 
Some of us take a along time to "forgive" our own parents 
who insisted on treating us as children long after we were 
sure that we were grown up. Why was that such a big deal 
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in your family? Every family? Because we understand 
that there ts a principle that says adults are treated differ- 
ently than children. 


4026 Coapites Street, Pasadena, Texas 77504 
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By Neal Griffin 


To pose this question invites the disdain of most 
church members. After all, it is the church which urges us 
to worship. This could be true, depending on whose defini- 
tion of the word, “worship”, we accept. The Bible is very 
clear in its definition. The Old Testament writings are very 
clear to point out that worship under the New Covenant 
would be on a new order. It would be different. When Je- 
sus contrasted it with Old Covenant worship He was indi- 
cating that it would no longer be characterized by the 
prescribed priestly sacrificial acts and meticulously fol- 
lowed patterns. Instead it would be in a more excellent 
way. It would bein spirit and truth. That day has arrived. 
The Old Covenant, which served as a school master custo- 
dian has delivered us into the hands of the Great Physician 
and He has nailed the form and ritual of the old law to the 
cross. Why is it, then, that today's religionists continue to 
serve up, every Sunday, a platter of religion that is heavily 
weighted in form and ritual. Where ts the difference. The 
current expression for it is, dea vu, or "more of the 
same.’ The typical pew warmer ts treated to a vaulted ca- 
thedral with its holy of holies atmosphere. The pulpit, in- 
stead of an altar, is very visible. Instead of cutting the 
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throat of an animal, the "high priest" (paid pulpit minister) 
tortures a live audience to sleep. One writer recorded that 
the first "pulpit sermon" was not preached until around 
three hundred A.D., and noted that "the church has been 
asleep ever since."' Dear reader, you can see that today's 
"corporate worship services" is a rehash of Old Covenant 
form and ritual. Jesus said that it would be different. 
Where is the difference? 

Am I trying to say that what churches do in their 
corporate assemblies is not the religion of Jesus Christ? 
Yes! That is exactly what I am saying. Not only do they 
not practice true worship, but they hinder their subjects 
from doing so. Here's how they do it: 

Churches hinder true worship when they cause their 
members to believe that the true worship Jesus called for in 
John 4:21-23 is the performing of five acts in a "corporate 
worship service." 

Churches hinder true worship when they cause their 
members to believe that by attending "church" on Sunday 
they have offered up worship in spirit and in truth. They 
hinder true worship when they teach that such attendance 
is the true religion of James 1:27. 

Churches hinder true worship when they teach that 
church membership is of the Bible. The New Testament 
does not once call for church membership. It calls for 
membership in Christ. It does not once cail for joining a 
church. When one becomes a member of Christ he enters a 
relationship likened unto the connection of an arm or leg to 
the head of the human body. The body member then natu- 
rally responds to the commands of the head (1 Cor. 
12:12-27). This is the Christ membership of the Bible. 
Membership in anything else is not mentioned. 

Churches hinder true worship when they convince 
their followers that their salvation is secure because of 
membership in a church. It is the name of Jesus, and not 
the name of a church. It is the name of Jesus, and not the 
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name of a church that matters. It is His name that should 
be promoted. No other name in heaven nor in the earth 
compares to His. No other name should be promoted, 
whether it be the name of a modern day prophet or the 
name of a denominated religious organization. 

Churches hinder true worship when they overem- 
phasize "giving to the church."" Many sincere church 
members give all of their available charity money to the 
church, and when real cases of need arise, they are unable 
to help. "We gave at the church." Does this sound like 
modern day “corban" to you? Shame on somebody. 

Deception is not of God, and if it's not of God it is of 
someone else. You be the judge. 

Do churches hinder true worship? Yes they do, and 
this is how they do it. What, then, is the religion and wor- 
ship of the New Covenant? What is the religion ushered in 
by Jesus? Is's not complicated. It goes right to the heart. 
James, by the Holy Spirit, declared that the religion of Je- 
sus Is to visit the widows and orphans in their affliction and 
to keep one self unspotted from the world. The religion 
promoted by most churches goes far beyond this simple 
definition. And Paul, by the same Spirit, declared that the 
worship God expects of us is to offer our bodies as living 
sacrifices. This is the different worship that Jesus was re- 
ferring to in John 4:21-23. This is the religion and worship 
of Jesus Christ. Please think on these things. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 ngriffin12@aol.com 
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FISHING: Fishing wasn't too good this year. Too hot, I 
suppose -- Tcan't think of any other excuse. -- Editor 
BOUND VOLUMES: Our sale of bound volumes is not too 
good either. Hopefully our summer vacationers have re- 
turned home and are now ready to get down to serious 
business, like sending a subscribtion to someone and order- 
ing the bound volumes at $7.50 each. 
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"SALVATION BY FAITH ONLY" 
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By Arneld Hardin 


The Firm Foundation Lectureship was conducted again 
this year in Red Oak, Texas, just south of Dallas. The theme was 
"Biblical salvation -- Fact or Fiction?" Buster Dobbs. the Editor 
led off with "Salvation is by faith" -- fact or fiction. He remarked 
that the audience expected him to use Hebrews 11 as his text and 
so he did. Obedience was his theme. Legalism demands such an 
approach. During all he said we were never allowed one glimpse 
of Calvary. What God has done for sinners ts of little importance 
when compared with our concept of the importance of man‘s obe- 
dience under law. 

The speaker traced the obedience of Abraham and then 
shocked everyone who will think with his conclusion that Genesis 
15:6, “and he believe the Lord; and the Lord reckoned it to him 
as righteousness", was said with reference to Abraham's obedi- 
ence to that point. He emphasized that Abraham's obedience to 
God's commandments occasioned the statement. Preposterous! 
He then turned to James 2 in an effort to prove his point. Oh how 
[ wanted to speak up and remind the audience of Romans 4 and 
Galatians 3. He then remarked that God never acknowledges 
faith until obedience has occurred. He challenged the audience to 
find one exception to that rule in Scripture. Legalists turn Paul 
into a moron in his use of Abraham, God's example to us relative 
to justification by faith and not by works of law. Genesis 15:6 has 
not one thing to do with his previous obedience {imperfectly ren- 
dered). His faith in the promised "seed" was that which was 
counted, imputed to him as righteousness. Paul was the expert on 
Jewish legalism and he exposed those of his day by showing that 
Abraham was justified on or by the principle of faith 430 years 
before the giving of the law, and before he was circumcised. In 
spite of such clear teaching our brethren deny the validity of his 
faith before he sought to offer Isaac, What more was demanded 
of him and Sarah at the time of the promise? Twenty years later 
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he attempted to offer his son. Does anyone actually believe that a 
dead faith would have prompted him to take that promised seed 
and kill him? 

Brother Dobbs quotes Hebrews 11. One could have 
hoped that he would have quoted Galatians 3:6-12. What did 
Abraham believe by which to be justified? He believed the gospel. 
The gospel or good news includes the miraculous birth, life, death, 
burial, resurrection and ascension of our Lord. In the course of 
nature it was impossible for Abraham and Sarah to have a son. 
But Abraham believed the gospel, the good news of a promised 
son by a supernatural birth. The birth of Isaac was as great a su- 
pernatural birth as the virgin birth of Jesus and Abraham be- 
lieved it. This is what Genesis 15:6 is ail about and has nothing to 
do with works of law (obedience). The substitutionary sacrifice of 
Isaac was part of the gospel preached to Abraham. Abraham 
Jooked ahead and saw in the gospel the supernatural birth, the 
atoning death and resurrection of the greater son of Isaac. If you 
doubt it read Hebrews 11:17, 19. His faith had absolutely nothing 
to do with obeying the jaw and God's plan has never changed 
(Rom. 4:23-25). Salvation is not believing in God but believing 
"the record God gave of His Son (1 John 5:10-11). 

Salvation is not by law but by God's grace (Rom. 6:14; 
1£:6). Fhe law is bad news for the sinner, but the gospel is the 
good news of salvation by faith in Jesus Christ. But an objector 
immediately counters that we are teaching that being ‘saved by 
grace through faith" rules out the necessity of sinners being bap- 
tized. God forbid! Brethren argue that baptism is a work of law. 
Paul denied it in Titus 3. Baptism is the embodiment of faith. It is 
faith, not a work of law. Sinners become children of God by faith 
(justified) at the very moment that such a sinner is clothed with 
the righteousness God has provided for us in His Son (Gal. 
3:26-27). What did your baptism add to your justification by 
faith in the atonement made for you at Calvary? The gospel is 
God's power to save, not the response that faith is to make. Bow 
before the cross and view the saving power of God and then in 
gratitude and love express your thanks in a life of dedication and 
service. 

' 2722 McCutcheon, Dallas, Texas 75227 
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THE DEPRAVITY OF MAN 
By RL. Kilpatrick 








LETTER FROM JIM GREGORY 


I have been reading with much interest your series on 
"The Depravity of Man” ~ I must say that J agree with much of 
what you're writing. However, I have a couple of questions; | 
may be premature in asking them as you will likely cover them 
later or perhaps already have and I simply missed it. 


As to ''Depravity", if I understand— you are saying that 
man is in a depraved state due to the fact that we are all Adam's 
offspring or heirs "in flesh"; Le, we sin because sin was intro- 
duced into mankind through Adam and consequently in this sin- 
ful state (depraved state) because we are mankind and are thus 
condemned. This seems to me to be a large part of Paul's theme 
in Romans. 

Having said this. | am faced with a quandary, Le., 'origi- 
nal sin”. Are you contending that man isin “original sin"? That 
all new born infants are condemned/lost due to the fact that all 
mankind ts born into a "depraved state” and therefore without 
hope should they die prior to being made righteous (right), justi- 
fied by faith in God's (through Christ) ability (through his grace) 
create One as a new creature (creation in Christ)? If so, it seems 
to me that all innocents are lost. 

Ml understanding has always been that we are born in a 
"Depraved State’ due to Adam's introduction of sin into man- 
kind, but that until one ts capable of sinning personally that one 
would not be automatically lost/condemned to spiritual death. 

Such a one would be subject to physical (soul?) death, but 
not "spiritual death.” I realize that I'm making this pretty sim- 
plistic, but this is it in sort of a "nutshell." It seems to me that the 
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entire purpose of Christ's life, death, resurrection was to remove 
the curse of Adam's sin and legacy of sin which befell all mankind 
due to our being Adam's offspring. Christ became ''the second 
Adam” Again, simplistic but is this not the whole point of Ro- 
mans (5:12-18)? In fact, as stated belore, is this not the real basic 
theme of all of Romans? 

No doubt sin reigns in this world due to Adam — the de- 
praved state of all mankind hinges on this. God's wondrous grace 
through Christ's redemptive work has/is God's way, purpose, 
method, to do away with the curse of man’s depravity. Am J not 
correct? 

But I'm left with the problem — what of innocent infants 
or ignorant/untaught adults? 

1517 Sunflower, Granbury Texas 76048 





RESPONSE TO THE ABOVE LETTER - Editor 


Yes, we are "depraved" because of our kinship with 
Adam. You might say we are all clones of our father Adam and a 
clone has to be the very image of the "'clonor'’. You may have 
noticed that Adam was created in the image of God, but his son 
Seth was created in the image of Adam (Gen.5). Why wasn't 
Seth created in the image of God? Because he had or was born in 
the image of his father Adam which was contaiminted by sin. | 
believe this is why Paul said that the whole world is "consigned" 
to sin (Gal.) because "as in Adam all die” (1 Cor.). It was the law 
of Eden that "in the day that you eat thereof you shail surely 
die."" There can be no annulling of this law. God's law is immu- 
table. This is why even after one is converted he still must dic 
(because he is still Adam). If man is perfect after conversion, hav- 
ing no sin~ not even the sin of Adam, then why must he stil] die 
the physical death? His conversion cannot remove the law of sin 
and death instituted in the Garden of Eden. Again, God's law is 
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immutable. This death imposed on Adam includes the whole 
man, Body, Spirit, and Sou}. The death has to be complete. 

I realize that this brings up the question of, like, ''What 
good is Christ's death on the cross if the death of mankind ts com- 
plete, what did it accomplish? 

The benefit of His death pertains to life after death. This 
doesn't mean that God has forgotten about us during the interim. 
We are still His special people, a holy nation, a royal priesthood. 
We have been set aside (sanctified) as God's sheep (Christians) in 
His Sheepfold (kingdom) with the Divine Shepherd (Jesus) as our 
Divine caretaker. br Control Tower lingo, we are in a "holding 
pattern” waiting to land on the other side of Jordan. We have 
been marked (having the Holy Spirit within) for eternal life. This 
is why it can be said of us that we HAVE eternal life (in the pres- 
ent tense, 1 John 5:13), and why Paul said "Therefore there ts 
now no condemnation for those who are Christ Jesus" (Rom. 
8:1). Why? Because "... if you are Christ's then you are Abra- 
ham's offspring, heirs according to promise" (Gal. 3:29). You 
cannot be an "heir" while under condemnation. The very fact 
that we are heirs speaks of a future reception of the promise. The 
consummation of all of God's promises are in a fiiture sense ex- 
cept for the reception of the promised Holy Spirit (Acts 2:38). He 
is Our assurance that we will inherit (Rom. 8:11). 

When God's immutable law of death is satisfied with the 
complete death of Adam's kind, there is nothing in His divine na- 
ture to prevent Him from raising the sinner from the grave unto 
eternal life. He can do so without violating any of his Divine 
Attributes. 

Forgiveness of sins does not mean that sin ts eradicated 
from the life of the sinner as if it never happened. Forgiveness 
means that God has set aside those who have faith and has re- 
served them for eternal life. Forgiveness ts to free the sinner from 
the punishment of hell and to place him in a position to become 
the offspring of our ''second Adam." Meanwhile there is none 
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righteous, no, not one."’ ‘All sin and fall short of the glory of 
God." "if we say that we have no sin, we are liars and the truth is 
not in us.’ That includes even those who are redeemed. Their 
special status of righteousness ts simply by the fact that they are 
made a part of the righteous body of Christ (Col. 3:3). 

Yes, man is in "original sin.” 

Infants die because they belong to the tribe of Adam. 
They are innocent because they have not committed sins of the 
will. They belong in the same category as those who die in faith 
who are destined to be raised to eternal life, Sinner's without 
faith who die without forgiveness have no promise of the resur- 
rection because they sin by choice and therefore they are not 
among those who are ''set aside” to inherit a Jife without end. 








HOW RIGHTEOUSNESS 
IS ATTAINED 


By Arnold Hardin 


What shall we say then? That the Gentiles, who fol- 
lowed not after righteousness, attained to righteous- 
ness, even the righteousness which ts of faith: but 
Israel, following after a law of righteousness did not 
arrive at that law. Why? Because they sought tt not 
by faith, but as it were by works. They stumbled at 
the stone of stimbling: even as it is written, Behold I 
lay in zion.a stone of stumbling and rock of offense; 
and he that believed on him shall not be put to 
shame. (Romans 9:30-33) 
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Paul's heart was broken as he viewed the stubborn blind- 
ness of his fellow Jews as they refused to accept the righteousness 
of God provided for them and all mankind in Christ. He explains 
why only a remnant of them were to be saved in the above verses 
and then in 16:3, "For being ignorant of God's righteousness, and 
seeking to establish their own, they did not subject themselves to 
the righteousness of God." 

In contrast to the spiritual condition of Israel Paul turns 
to that of the Gentiles. The Gentile nations were not seeking righ- 
teousness but were living sinful and idolotrous lives. Yet, in con- 
trast to Jews, who sought to attain righteousness, the Gentiles in 
turning to Christ by faith attained to righteousness; whereas the 
Jews seeking righteousness by works of the law failed completely 
to obtain that which they sought. Their failure was due to the 
reason assigned, ‘Because they sought it not by faith, but as it 
were by works." Paul again contrasts faith and works as he had 
done in chapters three and four. Faith, in the sense of trust, is the 
natural response to Christ as our sinoftering. Works as a princi- 
ple is the response to the commands of the law. ''The law is not 
based on faith” (Gat. 3:12). It contained no Saviour! 

It is surely amazing the lengths to which so many among 
us will go to instruct the Holy Spirit that He was wrong when He 
directed Paul to teach that justification before God cannot come 
as the result of works (obedience to law). Burton Coftman in his 
commentary on Romans makes a futile effort at correcting Paul 
as he commented on our text. He says, "For the true meaning of 
'as it were by works' see under verse 1J where it means 'not of 
fleshiy descent’ just as it certainly does here. That is the very 
thing Paul had been writing of throughout this portion of Ro- 
mans, the Jews thinking to have salvation through fleshly descent 
from Abraham. Any attempt to view ‘works’ here as the efforts 
of the Jews at keeping the law of Moses ts incorrect." 

Therefore, according to this brother, whenever Paul con- 
trastsed the principle of graceMaith and jaw/works he was only 
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talking of works as fieshly descent. Such error makes complete 
nonsense when one views God's purpose in giving the laws of 
Moses and its inability to save one single individual. “Saved by 
grace through faith. . .not of works” makes absolutely no sense 
according to Coffman. Such brethren are so determined to deny 
salvation by grace and not by human effort and merit that one 
preacher im a discusston has recently denied that our sins were 
put on the body of Christ as plainly stated in 1 Peter 2:14. Spur- 
geon was more than right when he said that when one denies the 
very heart of the gospel it matters not whatever other truths he 
may teach all is for naught! 
2722 McCutcheon, Dallas, ‘Vexas 75227 


"GAINING" SALVATION 


By Neal Griffin 


Salvation is, without a doubt, the very most important 
quest of all sober thinkers, and to a floundering blind man adrift 
In a raging current, it is the only pursuit worthy of consideration. 
The roar of the rapids below is announcing the end. He knows 
that the waves are lurking to swallow him up in immediate death 
if he quits. His physical resources are taxed to the limit, but he 
struggles on, miserable man that he is. He is aware of his hopeless 
State. He knows that salvation is out of reach. If he tries to swin 
toward shore the cnrrent roils him over. There is no escape. 
There is no hope. In desperation the wretched one cries out. 
"who can deliver me?" 
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The picture that | am trying to paint ts that of the fertile 
soil of Matthew 13. It ts the picture of a prepared heart ready to 
receive the engrafted Word. It is a picture of the humble soul of 
Matthew 5, with the broken spirit who needs comfort. It is the 
picture of the wretched man of Romans 7. The songwriter un- 
derstood this picture when he wrote. "The Seed though sown in 
darkest hour will one day bloom and bear". This Seed cannot be 
sown in a proud, self reliant heart. The rich young ruler of Mat- 
thew 19, had such a heart. He came seeking to know "what good 
thing HE could do to GAIN salvation". If the Holy Spint has 
granted me any understanding at all, it is the message from this 
pitiful story, and that message is that man cannot do anything to 
"gain (accomplish) salvation. This accomplishment is reserved 
unto God. It is not accomplished by human effort (Eph. 2:9). Je- 
sus stated His position on this vital issue. How many times must 
we be told, before we believe it, that salvation of is of God? Mat- 
thew 19:26; Acts 28:28; Jonah 2:9; and Job 13:16 attest to the 
truth of it. If these are not enough to prove the point, there are at 
least 35 Old Testament references which attest to it, and if those 
are not enough, then 35,000 saints raised from the grave could 
not make us believe it. 

Enthusiastic seekers today are asking the same, fault filled 
question that the nch ruler asked, and the answer from God and 
from John the baptizer is the same today as it was then: Bring 
hearts prepared to receive the Word. Bring good soil prepared to 
receive the Seed that will bloom and bear. The tragedy is that 
they are not being given these answers. Instead, they are being 
given a formula by which they can achieve (gain) salvation, and 
they are given continual assurances that as long as they remain in 
“fellowship” with the framers of this formula, they are guaran- 
teed salvation. The nch ruler would have been thrilled to receive 
such a formula. Law keeping was his forte He had been weaned 
on the law. But he went away forrowful. Why? At the feet of 
The Master he stood for instriction in mghteousness and went 
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away sorrowful. How could he? He was in a position to receive 
water which wouid free him forever of thirst, but he went away 
sorrowful. How can this be? He went away sorrowful because he 
asked the wrong question. He went away sorrowful because his 
heart was not prepared to receive the Good Seed. 

Tragically, men and women are asking the same question 
today, and tragically, instead of going away sorrowful, they are 
going away rejoicing that they have found a formula by which 
they can "gain" saivation. How can this be? 

The question remains, The question that Peter and the 
others asked remains: ''Who then can be saved?" And the an- 
swer remains the same as tt was then, and that ts that all who 
bring a penitent, prepared heart can be saved. Bring a believing, 
trusting heart and leave the saving to God. Uniike the rich miler, 
bring a heart that ts so desperate that tt will entrust ali of tts riches 
to Jesus and then, unlike the rich ruler, follow Him. 

Please think of these things. I believe them to be trie to 
the word. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, TX 78023 ngriffin 12@aol.com 


TRUSTING GOD IN THE MIDST 
OF TRAGEDY 


By Bob Lewis 


On Wednesday night, September 2, 1998, a Swissair jet 
plunged into the ocean killing ail 229 passengers on board. Hav- 
ing spent a considerabie amount of time as a passenger on com- 
mercial jets, I have often wondered just what I would do, how I 
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would feel were I suddenly to become aware of the fact that the 
plane in which I was flying was about to crash. 

My first reaction to such a reality, I suspect, would be a 
feeling of complete helplessness, of being wholly without recourse 
in terms of engaging my energies to avoid the impending tragedy. 
Yet, I suspect, my next thought would be of him to whom I have 
entrusted my safety and the sustaining of my existing here upon 
this earth. 

] suspect that during the moments before the crash I 
would attempt to calm whomever might be sitting closest to me 
and encourage those individuals to put their faith in God and to 
pray for his intervention to avoid what would otherwise be cer- 
tain death. 


Apart from trying to comfort other passengers, I feei cer- 
tain that I would be in continual prayer as my life quickly ap- 
proached an abrupt end. I would likely be pleading with God for 
my life, for the opportunity to continue serving him in this body. 
I wouid like to think that, given sufficient time, 1 would be pray- 
ing for others, for my family and for the families of those who 
would be joining me in death. And, were I able to see the earth as 
the plane neared the point of impact, I suspect I would be pray- 
ing, as did Jesus, ''Father, into your hands I commit my spirit." 

But in reality, predicting my behavior in such a traumatic 
situation is difficult at best. We never know how our minds and 
bodies will react under unfamiliar circumstances, regardless of 
how well we may think we are preparcd. 

While the prospect of dying in an airplane crash may hor- 
rify us to the point of seeking alternative modes of transportation, 
it isn't possible to avoid the unexpected in our lives nor to protect 
ourselves from the fright which frequently ensues. Yet 
Jesus taught us not to worry about such things, saying: "'T tell 
you, do not worry about your life" (Mt. 6:25). And he bases 
his assurance on two things. 
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1. God knows our needs whether we do or not" Since 
God is omniscient (knows all) and knows the past and the future 
as though they were the present, we may address our needs in ad- 
vance, praying each day for daily bread, asking God to supply 
just such things as he deems good for us on this day in time. 

2. God had the power and the disposition to take care of his 
creation and to provide itwith just such things as are necessary. 
When Swissair Flight 111 took off on Wednesday morning, God 
was not absent from the cockpit. He knew long before Wednes- 
day where each passenger would be on Thursday morning, Sept. 
2. He was not absent as passengers surely called out to him in 
desperation, asking him to intervene on their behalf. He was not 
powerless to intervene nor was he absent as the spirits departed 
the mangled bodies that were left behind in the dark waters of the 
ocean. Yet, in his omniscience, in his great love, in al) his power 
and glory, God allowed the events freely chosen by his creatures 
to transpire without special intervention on his part — for reasons 
we do not yet know. 

It is difficult to reconcile the power and love of God with 
the fact that more often than not he fails to intervene in a special 
way to prevent the loss of human fife or the suffering of an even 
greater magnitude experienced by patients of cancer, aids, and 
other painful diseases. But this difficulty is necessarily 
characteristic of the experience of children who cannot 
understand at the level of their parents. 

ifow often have we said to our very young children, 
"Don't worry, everything will be all right," knowing that effec- 
tiveness of such consolation depends entirely upon the degree to 
which our children trust us. And how often have we tried in vain 
to explain to our young children why certain things are necessary, 
even though such things may be fnghtening or even painful. 
And can only hope that they trust us enough to believe that we 
know what is best for them. 
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If God were to explain such tragedies as Flight 111, it ts 
unrealistic to think that we would have the capacity to under- 
stand. He hasn't yet equipped us with the ability to understand 
at that level of complexity. What he has told us is that we should 
express our desires to him and them trust his answer to our pray- 
ers as being what he considers to be in our best tnterest. 

ln a fallen world where men and women are free to make 
mistakes, even free to choose to do evil, God has limited himself in 
order to enable us to be human — free to choose between mora! 
alternatives. It is never his will that we make mistakes or choose 
evil. But it is necessary that he allow such choices since he cannot 
deprive us of that freedom without depriving us of our humanity. 

What we long for is a world in which we are free but de- 
sire only to choose what is right, a world in which perception is 
perfect. where no mistakes are ever made. What we long for is 
the very thing which death makes possible for those who have en- 
trusted their lives to him who permitted sin to enter the world but 
who entered the world to die in order to free us from its ultimate 
consequence. 

119 Shelton Drive. Spartanburg, South Carolina 29307 


CAN WOMEN NOW LEAD 
IN THE CHURCH? (SERIES) 


By Harold Key Part 3 of 4) 


In Part Two we noted that the Apostle Paul chided the 
Corinthians because he had to treat them as "infants in Christ" 
rather than as "mature." We concluded with a universally 
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recognized principle that says children should be treated difter- 
ently than adults and adults should be treated differently than 
children. 


The principle is maintained even in our treatment of in- 
animate things as weil as in our treatment of people. Ali of us 
easily see the need for scaffolding in constructing a house for us to 
live in. We most clearly understand the scaffolding is only an aid 
until there is no longer a need for it. No one ever insists it remain 
as a permanent part of the house Not the scaffolding, but the 
house is the goal of the construction. If the scaffolding should re- 
main, it would really become a nuisance and a severe hindrance. 

Perhaps our biggest hindrance in "rightly dividing the 
word of God" (2 Tim. 2:13 — "a workman who correctly handles 
the word of truth”), is our failure to distinguish the most funda- 
mental difference of the New Covenant from the Old Covenant. 
Unless we really grasp this essential difference — in the very prin- 
ciple of the New Covenant — we will remain immature and have 
to be treated as children with rules to go by. 


Specifically, the Old Covenant (made at Mount Sinai) 
was based simply and solidly upon the principle of dmv, or rules. 
This covenant, with all of its many priestly aspects, was God's 
concession to the immaturity of the people. He kept promising 
them He would someday make with them a new covenant that 
would be grounded, not on external rules, but upon the principle 
of a personal relation with Him — the Messiah's own person. By 
making such a new covenant, God would have a people mature 
enough to fully share with them His heart and glory. 


The time is coming, declures the Lord, shen I will make a new 
covenant with the house of Israel and with the house of Judah. 
It will not be lke the covenant I made with ther forefathers 
when I tookthem by the hand to lead them out of Egypt, because 
they broke my covenant, though [was a husband to them, de- 
cares the Lord. 
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This is the covenant I wall make with the house of Israel after 
that time, declaresthe Lord. [vill put nty law a2 their minds and 
write it on their heats. I will be thetr Ged, and they will be my 
people. No longer will a man teach his neighbor, or a mar his 
brother, saying, "Know the Lord," because they will all foiow 
me, from the least of them to the greatest, declares the Lord. For 
I will forgive their wickedness and will remember their sin no 
moore (Jer. 31:3 1-33). 


In Hebrews 8:8-12, this promise ts quoted word for word, with 
the explanation that there had been something "wrong with that first 
covenant'' because '’. .. God found fault with the people.” So for nearly 
1460 years God had to deal with His immature people by law or rules as 
with little children. 

We simply must understand clearly that the princtple of the Old 
Covenant is: ''Here is my law. Obey it and live. Break it and die." The 
principle of the Old Covenant is that simple. 

And, even more importantly, we must understand clearly that 
the principle of the New Covenant is: ''Here am 1 in my Son. Trust me 
and live. Reject me and you are back under law. But to depend upon law 
rather than upon Me, is to be eternally condemned."' 

When we come to discern this fundamental differences between 
the New Covenant and the Old Covenant (which is the very principle 
upon which each is based), the New Testament writings become alive and 
powerful in a way they never will as long as they are viewed from the le- 
galistic Old Covenant mind-set. 

The Pharisee mentality always misunderstands the mentality of 
those who "have this mind which you have in Christ Jesus'' (KJV), which 
the NIV translates, "Your attitude should be the same as that of Christ 
Jesus'' (Phil. 2:5). 

When we come to have the attitude of Jesus, we look for the will 
of God as a unified whole. We come to understand that ''childish things" 
are for children, not for adults. Maturity (solid principles) is the ultimate 
end of God's will for us. His intent is for every child of His to mature 
spiritually — ‘until we all reach unity in the faith and in the knowledge of 
the Son of God, and become mature, attaining to the whole measure of the 
fulness of Chnist"' (Eph. 4:13). 
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In the particular passage written by Paul that ''forbid'’ women 
to ''speak"' or "have authority over a man,"' there were serious local 
problenis of disorderliness in the assembly, a general level of much selfish- 
ness, divisiveness, and worldliness that the Apostle was ashamed of. He 
chided such misbehavior with, ''You did not so learn Christ!"’ Seeing the 
local condition, can we not see the need for local restrictions? 
(Restrictions not even hinted at by other New Testament writers. ) 


Let us carefully guard against imposing rules needed for carnal 
Christians, such as at Corinth, upon every Christian regardless of the in- 
dividual circumstances. 


Obviously, we sense this principle in other parts of the New Fes- 
tament teachings, and have little trouble making the distinction. (But in 
some places, we focus upon the mere wording, and fail to see the need for 
and the intent of the teaching). 


For example, let me cite Luke 14:26 where Jesus said, ‘if anyone 
comes to me and does not hate his father and mother, his wife and his clit 
dren, his brothers and sisters -- yes, even his own life ~- he cannot be my 
disciple.'' Shall we disregard the context and insist upon the mere word- 
ing? Shall we preach hatred of self and family as a universal requirement 
that everyone must follow? 

Another instance: in response to a rich man‘s question, '’What 
must I do to inherit eternal life?"’ Jesus told him, '’Sell everything you 
have and give to the poor, and you will have treasure in heaven" (Mat. 
19:21). Did Jesus mean this as a command for you, me, and everyone else 
to obey? Or was it because of that man's particular need, as verse 22 in- 
dicates, "he had great wealth." 


Are we each disobedient until we sell and give away our all? Is 
detesting self and family essential to salvation? No? !f not, how then do 
you justify your "'contradiction'' of what Jesus’ explicitly said? Not by 
dictionary definitions or slick re-definitions of his words. But by seeing 
each single incident in an overall understanding of Jesus’ life and teaching 
regarding the will of God as a whole. 

4026 Coapities Street, Pasadena, Texas 77504 
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DOCTRINE OF CHRIST 
2 JOHN 9 


SUBJECTIVE OR OBJECTIFVE GENITIVE? 


By Dallas Burdette Part 1 of 4 


Anyone who runs ahead and does not continue in the 
teaching of Christ does not have God; whoever continues 
in the teaching has both the Father and the Son (2 John 9) 


Thrust statement: ‘Che one who denies that Jesus has not come in the flesh 
is not of God. 
Scripture readings: 2 John 9; 1 John 2:22-23; 1 John 4:1-3 


What did John mean by the “teaching of Chnst” in this short 
letter “to the chosen lady and her children” (2 John 1)? Does the 
“teaching of Christ” in 2 John 9 condemn instrumental music in the so- 
called corporate worship service? Does this verse denounce the use of a 
plurality of cups in the distribution of the fruit of the vine in the 
observance of the Lord’s supper? Does one break the rules found in 2 
John 9 for participation in teaching children on Sunday in a Sunday 
school classroom? Does one transgress 2 John 9 if one uses wine instead 
of grape juice in the communion? Does one overstep 2 John 9 if one 
“breaks” the bread instead of “pinching” the bread? if one practices 
“hand clapping” in the assembly, does one violate the “teaching of Christ” 
in 2 John 9? Can one sing a “solo” in the congregation and not disobey 
the “teaching of Christ” in 2 John 9? These are questions that need 
answering! 

Almost every split (approximately twenty-five) within the 
Churches of Christ cites this particular Scripture to uphold their doctrinal! 
purity and to justify their separation from other believers who do not 
always see “eye to eye” with the so-called infallible interpreters.’ {f one 
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docs not condemn instrumental music in the so-called worship assembly, 
then, 2 Jolw 9 is cited to justify the “meat cleaver” against any who would 
dare disagree with the party cry. If one seeks to have fellowship with 
those who employ instrumental music in their worship service, then, 2 
John 9 is applied, even though they themselves may not use the 
instrument. 


For a classic example of this mindset, sec Ray Dutton, “To: 

The Etders of the Landmark church of Christ” in Sethles Road Church 
of Christ (November 3, 1996): 1-3, where he says, in his condemnation 
of Buddy Bell, pulpit minister for the Landmark Church of Christ in 
Montgomery, AL: 

he apostle John toid us exactly how we are to handle 

false teachers who come to us with their apostasics: 

Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine 

of Christ, he hath both the Father and the Son, Uf there 

come any uato you, and bring not kis doctrine, receive 

him not into your house, neither bid him God speed: For 

he that biddeth him God speed ts partaker of his evil 

deeds.” (Ai Jn. 9-11). 

On pace 3 of this same article, he writes: “When | asked Buddy if he 
believed solos, choirs, and quartcts were scriptural in worship, he did not cven 
hesitate with his answer. Fic told mein no uncertain terms that he believed that 
the practice of using solos, choirs, and quartets was in his words. “ery scriptu- 
ral.” One may obtain a copy of this article by writing to the Seibles Road 
sient of Christ, 4.1 Scibles Road, Montgomery, AL 36116. 

Sec C. S. Smith, “Special Music” in Old Paths Advocate 
LXVV, no. 3 (March 1996); 4-8, where he writes: 
Unless someone shows me 1 am wrong. 1! cannot bid 
*God speed” to such fer 1 would be guilty of endorsing 
that which I believe is a dangerous practice. (11 John 
9-11), and that would make me a partaker tn their evil 
deeds. As I have heard brother Lynwood Smith say, 
scveral times: “l am Church of Christ to the core, and I 
hope that it shows in every area of my walk for the 
Lord.” Nobody likes good singing better than I do, but 
Ict us please respect God’s Word, the church, our 
brethren and ourselves and use it to glorify and praise 
God. 
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Since there is much controversy over the phrase “doctrine of 
Chnist” in John’s second epistle, it is incumbent upon all Christians to 
seek to ascertain the meaning employed by the author. Just what did 
John mean by this particular expression? The purpose of this exposition 
iS to discover the intent of the writer in order that Christians might tite 
rather than divide over so many trivial positions. To arrive at a correct 
understanding of how John utilizes this phrase, it is necessary to examine 
the Greek genitive. Should onc interpret “doctrine of Christ” as the 
“teaching of Christ” (subjective genitive) or “teaching about Christ” 
(objective genitive)? The context will have to decide! The immediate sur- 
roundings generally serve to exhibit the wnter’s own definition. The sub- 
jective genitive is the most widely advanced belief among the Churches of 
Christ as well as other denominations. Fach division within the Churches 
of Christ claims this particular Scripture (2 John 9) as its own. It just so 
happens, according to each faction, that the “doctrine of Chnst” is each 
disvisions own brand of erthodoxy. To disagree witha particular fellow- 
ship is tantamount to not abiding in the “doctrine of Christ.” 


SUBJECTIVE GENITIVE 


Imperfection in knowledge 


It is imperative that one understands “doctrine of Christ” in 2 
John 9 in order to promote unity for which Chnst prayed (John 17). 
First, if one interprets “doctrine of Christ” as the teachings of Jesus 
concerning a worship service (subjective genitive), which is the common 
interpretation of 2 John 9, then for one to disagree with the status quo of a 
particular group is in essence to disagree with the “doctrine of Christ.” 
This point of view equates one’s own particular interpretation of the 
Scriptures concerting church organizaton and the so-called social 
worship service as on equa! footing with the Word of God itself.’ When 


,] 


Within the Churches of Christ, generally, the “doctrine of 
Christ” centers araund one’s concept of the “five acts” of worship. In 
other words, five rituals performed in a precise manner are imperative 
for one to abide in the “doctrine of Christ.” {f one employs 
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this happens, then, this niishandling of the Word leads to some exegetical 
problems. For example, no one, not even you, has flawless knowledge of 
God’s written revelation. Paul deals with this “know-it-all” attitude in the 
Corinthian letter. Christians, according to Paul, can be mistaken about 
some doctrinalissues and still abide in the “doctrine of Christ.” Imperfec- 
tion in knowledge, “in-and-of-itself,” does not mean that one is not abiding 
in the “doctrine of Christ.” 

Listen to the words of Paul as he sets forth this concept of im- 
perfection in knowledge: “We know that we all possess knowledge. 
Knowledge puffs up, but love builds up. The man who thinks he knows 
something does not yet know as he ought to know. But the man who 
loves God is known by God (1 Corinthians 8:1-3). Did you catch this 
phrase? “The man who thinks he knows something does not yet know as 
he ought to know”? What does this Scripture mean? Is Paul advancing 
the concept that “blemish” in knowledge is tantamount to damnation? Is 
he advancing the notion that “deformity” in knowledge is the same as not 
abiding in the “doctrine of Christ”? 

How does one reconcile the following statement of Paul (Romans 
14:1) to the common (subjective genitive) interpretation of 2 John 9? One 
would do well if he or she would listen to Pau! as he discusses toleration 
for the weak in understanding: “Accept hun whose faith is weak, without 
passing judgment on disputable matters” (Romans 14:1). Is this spirit of 
toleration the same attitude that many Christians practice in dealing with 
differences in the Cimistian community? Do you advance the same spirit 
of mercifulness for imperfection in knowledge that Paul admonished the 
Romansto adhere to? Again, every believer should give careful attention 
to the Holy Spirit’s words: “Each one should be fully convinced in his 
own mind” (Romans 14:5). Do you read this as, “Each one should be ful- 
ly convinced according to my own mind”? Have you substituted “my” 
for “his”? - Continued 
instrumental music in worship, then one is not abiding in the “doctrine 
of Christ.” If one employs Sunday school in the teaching of children 
and adults, then one is net abiding in the “doctrine of Christ.” If one 
utilizes individual cups in the communion, then one is not abiding in 
the “doctrine of Christ.” lf one takes money out of the church treasure 
to assist individuals who are not Christians, then one is not abiding in 
the “doctrine of Christ.” The list is almost without measure. 
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THE DEPRAVITY OF MAN (SERIES) 


By R. L. Kilpatrick 


Our original righteousness was lost in Adam's choice to 
violate the command of God "Thou shalt not eat of the tree of 
knowledge of good and evil." Our second Adam stood before the 
judgment bar of God to be condemned on our behalf so that he 
might offset the effects of Adam's transgression. We must now 
rely solely upon the mediatorship of Christ to provide us an access 
to God so that we may petition Him for forgiveness because we 
are still defiled by the fleshly nature, even though we are sepa- 
rated from its bondage and effects. 


The Need Of A Mediator. From the fall of Adam to the end of 
the world, human kind may approach God only through a me- 
diator, i. e., something or someone who is perfect or a representa- 
tive of the perfect. God's Holiness will not allow anything unclean 
to enter His presence. The Israelites came to Mount Sinai un- 
clean and they left the same way, even after God had given them 
the means of repentence and forgiveness. 


Notice that immediately following the voicing the Ten 
Commandments from the Mount, God gave instructions con- 
cerning the "altar." Notice too that an altar was for the purpose 
of atoning for sin, which meant that God himself knew that the 
Iraelites could not keep the law perfectly and would need a me- 
diator in the “negotation of a settlement,"’ so to speak, _E-ven be- 
fore they received instructions concerning the altar, the Israelites 
instinctively (or naturally) knew that they had need of a mediator 
because of their state of unworthiness, evidenced by their words 
and actions upon hearing God speak. They were frightened and 
withdrew from the mountain and said to Moses, "You speak to 
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us. and we will hear; but let not God speak to us, lest we die" (Ex. 
28:19). This was an indirect acknowledgement that they were 
unworthy to stand in the presence of, and to hear the voice of 
God, the Perfect. It was a case of man's unholiness falliug under 
the scrutiny of Divine Perfection, and the gap was too wide. 

What the Israelites were saying in essence was "We need 
someone to stand between us and God." Upon hearing this, God 
gave instructions for setting up an altar of sacrifice for the remov- 
al of sin and God's wrath (the antetype of Christ's death on the 
cross). Nearly 40 years later, when Moses read or recounted the 
giving of the law at Sinai, he reminded them of their fear at hear- 
ing the voice of God. He said, "... and yor said, ‘behold the Lord 
our God has shown us his glory and greatness, and we have 
heard his voice out of the midst of the fire; we have this day seen 
God speak with man and man still live’ ... and the Lord heard 
your words, when you spoke to me; and the Lord said to me, 'I 
have heard the words of this people, which they have spoken to 
you; they have rightly said al! that they have spoke'"' (Deut. 3:24, 
28). Why, and what had they said that was "rightly said"? 

Their words acknowledged that they knew they were un- 
worthy and stood in need of someone to "barter" with God on 
their behalf. In other words, they were saying, "give us a Media- 
tor.'' Here, we are in a position to understand a difficult verse of 
scripture recorded by Paut in Galatians 3:20. "Now, a mediator ts 
not a mediator of one, but God is one." Barclay says this passage 
of scripture is one of the most difficult ever penned by Paul. (1 
covered this more thoroughly in the February 1997 issue.) Here 
are a few excerpts from that issue. 


"The first part of the passage seems simple enough, "'a 
mediator is not a mediator of one."” Naturally before one can bea 
mediator there has to be two parties — there can't be a dispute 
without parties. The difficult part is “but God is one." What pos- 
sible connection can there be between these two clauses? . . .The 


203 


setting is the covenant given at Mount Sinai and the promise 
made to Abraham m Genesis 12. 

"At Sinai the party of the first part was God, and Israel 
was the party of the second part. Moses was God's ''go-between" 
(mediator), chosen to arrange the terms of the agreement. There 
were conditions to be met by both parties, and the first violation 
on the part of either would render the covenant null and void... 


"Paul said that the law which came in 430 years after the 
promise made to Abraham could not be set aside the promise. 
The promise was unconditional. There was no way it could be 
broken. God had sworn, and God cannot lie. There was no party 
of the second part (no conditions to be mediated) that would set 
aside the promise due to human weakness. . . there was only the 
party of the first part, God. Therefore, God is one.’ Now read 
Paul's passage again, "Now, a mediator is not a mediator of one, 
but of many. But God is one.” The reason why Paul said this was 
to show the superiority of the promise (and faith) over law. 


SINGING BEYOND 
OUR BOUNDARIES 


By Elmer Prout 


We almost made it. Maybe it was too much to expect for a first 
time. Several congregations in our county met last month for a Sunday 
afternoon singing. Refreshments were served afterwards. Everyone was 
invited to stay and get better acquainted. Most of the people accepted 
that offer. Members of one of the churches who had joined in song, how- 
ever, were noticably absent from the time of ‘fellowship.’ To sing togeth- 
er was one thing. To eat and drink with folks of differing convictions was 
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quite another. We almost demonstrated the unity which ts said to be 'easy 
to achieve if everyone would only .. .' 

As 1 reflected on that incident it occurred to me that we had 
crossed significant boundaries in our singing that afternoon. Think of 
some of those crossings. 

We sang ''Be Still and Know." The specific auth is unknown. 
The words are based on Psalm 46 and Exodus 15:26. We modems were 
singing a sung at least three thousand years old. The striking thing is that 
no one questioned the use of the song. ''Can we sing an Old Testament 
song?"’ ''Can we sing a song if we do not know if the writer was a Chris- 
tian or not?" ''Don't we need more up-to-date songs?"’ Those questions 
were never even hinted at. We sang right across the boundaries. And, 
notice, the folks who later aeShte themselves from ‘fellowship time’ sang 
as joyously as anyone. 

We sang ''To God Be The Glory."’ We all knew, if we looked at 
the page, that a lady, Fanny J. Crosby, wrote these words of praise and 
admonition. A lady... yet no one stood to object to a woman telling us 
what words to sing. No one asked if Ms. Crosby was a member of a 
‘sound Church of Christ." We simply opened our hearts, and sang as if 
the boundaries didn't matter as much as we often say they do. 


We sang "All Creatures of Our God and King.'' We did just 
what the writer told us to do "Life up your voice and with us sing." We 
did not hesitate to sing 'Amen" as the song ended. Young and old sang 
as if it was the most natural thing imaginable for modern youth to join 
aged believers in singing a song written in 1226. On top of that, the fact 
that Francis of Assisi was a monk who never heard of our ‘restoration 
movement’ did not dampen our singing in the least. 


We sang ''Majesty."’ Hf anyone noticed that a member of The 
Church on the Way and a member of the Church of Christ share credit 
for this song that fact was not mentioned. We sang as of united recogni- 
tion of the majesty of Almighty God was more important than finding out 
who stood on which side of a human fine. 

We sang ''Jesus, Name Above All Names.'' Who is Naida 
Hearn? Where does she attend church services? What does she think 
about Sunday Schoo! and mission methods? Those questions, at times so 
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much the center of attention, were never mentioned. The words of Ms 
Hearn's song lifted us above division into an experience of unity. 


We sang ''A Mighty Fortress Is Our God.'' Why did no one 
raise questions about singing a song written in 1529 by Martn Luther? 
He was hardly free from many of his Roman Catholic ideas. He was 
surely ‘in transition’ with all kinds of thoughts stll in the process of being 
correctly formulated. Luther is credited (or accused) with setsng off the 
‘faith only’ doctrine. And yet, divided as we were over various issues 
within the Churches of Christ, we joined with one voice to affirm the For- 
tress God in whom we ali live. 

The hist of songs which we sang is long and impressive. But, to 
me, the fact that we sang across our boundaries is the highlight memory 
of that day. It was, of course, not the first ime any of us had sung those 
songs. But it was the first ame that 'singing beyond our boundaries’ had 
struck me so forcibly. 

As I have pondered the events of that day a number of things 
have come to mind. I realre that as I sing a song I join the writer in mak- 
ing a statement of conviction, trust, and of the desire to grow in obedience 
to the Lord. To sing a song is not to claim that I have arrived at doctrina! 
perfection. It can be (should be) an acknowledgment that I am in transi- 
Gon as surely as Martin Luther and other writers were. 

As I sing I slowly (and often unwillingly) realize that the song 
writer's faith in the Father, Son and Holy Spirit are in the same God in 
whom I believe. The writer and I are in the same family. We may both 
be 'babes in the Lord’ but we are sister and brother through response to 
the one Lord, Jesus Christ. 

Singing does not only take us beyond denominational lines. It 
also invites us to challenge the age bracket prison that our modern culture 
has built for us. In singing, teens and aged join voices and thus break out 
of the 'generation-gap prison.’ 

As realeations such as those grow I find that I am being moved 
out of the narrow, cramped prison cell that, in my pride, I have built for 
myself, It is a liberaton from a human trap into the broad spaces of the 
unity in which God intends his children to live with one another. 


P. O. Box 361, Graton, California 95444 
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DOCTRINE OF CHRIST 
IN 2 JOHN 9 


SUBJECTIVE OR OBJECTIVE GENITIVE? 


By Dallas Burdette Part 2 of 4 


Holiness of Life 


A second alternative’ to the “doctrine of Chnist” (subjective geni- 

tive) is the teachings of Jesus Messiah to his disciples. For example, the 
Sermon on the Mount is an illustration of the teachings of Jesus.’ Yet, this 
understanding of the phrase cannot be understood in an absolute sense. 
For instance, how many Christians abide in the “teachings of Christ” in 
an absolute sense? The wording of 2 John 9 does not allow for 
: This second alternative is not under consideration from the 
context-—even though John addresses ethical behavior in this second 
epistle. The context for “doctrine of Christ” appears to have reference 
to the confession that Jesus had come in the flesh. 
: John addresses the teachings of Jesus in his Gospel and 
Revelation, as well as his epistles. No one denies that one can be in 
fellowshiy with God and, at the same time, flagrantly flaunt the 
teachings of Christ in his or her daily life. See 2 John 4-6 in which he 
deals with loving one another as Jesus commanded. See also i John 2: 
3-6. “Whoever claims to live in him must walk as Jesus did,” writes 
John (v. 6). It is worthy of notice that even the scholars that advance 
the subjective genitive, still do not advance the notion of absolute 
perfection in holiness, on the part of man, as prerequisite to fellowship 
with God. When they speak of subjective genitive, their writings 
indicate that they have in mind the teachings of Jesus as found in the 
Sermon on the Mount, not rules and regulations to govern five acts to 
be performed on Sunday morning, 
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departure: “Anyone who runs ahead and does not continue in the teach- 
ing of Christ does not have God.” Yet, John clearly states that no man is 
without sin: “If we claim to be without sin, we deceive oucselves and the 
truth is not in us” (1 John 1:8). There axe no mitigating circumstances for 
John. Anyone who does not abide in the “doctrine of Christ” does not 
have God. Surely John is not writing about sinless perfection in one’s life. 
John, earlier, had rebuked individuals who maintained that they had no 
sin (1 John 1:10). God forbid that any Cheisban should be guilty of the sin 
of “perfectionism.” No one has perfect knowledge; no one lives a perfect 
life. Everyone ts striving unto perfection is both zones. 


Subjective Genitive: Noun in the Genitive Produces the Action 


What is meant by subjective genitive? The subjective genitive 
occurs when the noun in the genitive’ produces the action. To illustrate 
this principle, it is helpful to review another well-known passage in the 
Pauline corpus: “If we are out of our mind, it is for the sake of God; if we 
are in our right mind, it is for you. For Christ’s love (ajgavph tou’ Cris- 
tou’) compels us, because we are convinced that one died for all, and 
therefore all died (2 Cor. 5:13-14). The context clearly indicates that the 
noun in the genitive (Christ) means the love that Chnist has for us, not our 
love for Christ. The context shows that the phrase (Christ’s love) refers 
to the love which Christ has for us. That ts to say, Jesus is the one doing 
the loving. The noun (Christ) in the genitive produced the action. It is not 
the case that determines the point, but the context. 

One more illustration is in order to clearly demonstrate the use of 
the subjective gerstrve. Paul employs the subjectve genitive when he 
writes about Jesus’ preaching: “Now to him who is able to establish you 
by my gospel and the proclamation of Jesus Christ (0; khvrugma jIhsou’ 
Cristou')” (Rom. 16:25). Jesus produced the preaching. In other words, 
the preaching was not about (objective genitrve) Jesus, but rather the 
proclamation of the good news by Jesus Messiah Himself.” 


Lee eee 


2 


For an explanation of “case” in Greek, see Ray Summers, 
Essentials of New Testament Greek (Nashville: Broadman, 1950), 16-18. 


hI 


4 


Sec Dana and Mantey, A Manual Grammar of the Greek New 
Testament (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1927), 78. 
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Objective Genitive: Noun in the Genitive Receives the Action 


What is meant by the objective genitive. The objective genitive 
receives the action of tbe noun. The subjective genitive produces; the ob- 
jective genitive receives. An exainple of the objective genitive is found tn 
Jesus’ rebuke of the resigious authorites: “I tell you, every sin and blas- 
phemy will be forgiven men, but the blasphemy against the Spirit 
(pneuvmato" blasthmiva) will not be forgiven” (Mat. 12:31).? The noun 
“Spirit” did not produce the action (“blasphemy”) against Himself, but 
rather He cecesved the action. Again, it is the context that determines the 
meaning, not the case in-and-of-itself. 

As stated above, many sincere Christians rely upon 2 John 9 to 
justify their separation from other believers on the basis that they are not 
continuing in the “doctrine of Christ.” But they have not weighed the 
context very carefully to deterinine whether the noun in the genitive pro- 
duced the action or received the action. In other words, did the genitive 
(Christ) produce the action (teaching produced by Christ), or is the geni 
tive the receiver of the action (teaching about Christ having come in the 
flesh)? In seeking a correct answer to the problem of interpretation in 2 
John 9, it is necessary to draw attention to the fact that no man has a right 
to foist into his expositions of Scripture his own dogmatic speculations, or 
the interpretation of others, and then insist that these conclusions are an 
essential part of divine revelation. Many Christans misapply this Scrip- 
ture to uphold their sectarian attitude toward those who do not conform 
to their particular brand of orthodoxy concerning a so-called worship 
service.© If one approaches the Scriptures with his or her pre-conceived 
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; ibid. 

‘ I do not think this misuse of 2 John 9 is deliberate on the part 
of those men seeking to be true to the Word of God. In spite of their 
sincerity, it is necessary to draw attention again to the fact that the 
whole system of God’s revelation must be explained so as to be 
consistent with itself. In order to ascertain the meaning that is 
attached to any word or phrase, one must examine the context. The 
word “context” is from Latin, which means to “weave together” and is 
applied to written documents. The context is the connection of thought 
that runs through every passage, which constitutes for itself a whole. 
The immediate context is that which immediately precedes or follows a 
given word, phrase, or sentence. Not only must the context be 
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impressions and is anxious to put one’s own sense upon the text which 
coincides with one’s own sentments rather than the thoughts of the au- 
thor, then one will never be able to arrive at a correct understanding of 
the passage in question. 


SCHOLARSHIP 


There are many eminent scholars who understand the genitive 
“of Christ” in 2 John 9 as objective genitive, not subjective genitive. Thus 
the phrase, as interpreted by many scholars, means “doctrine about the 
person of Christ” rather than the “teachings of Chnst.” The following 
commentaries illustrate the objective genitive in their interpretation of the 
context of 2 John 9: 


Rudolph Bultmann 


Rudoiph Bultmann, who was Professor of New Testament and 
Early History of the University of Marburg, wrote: ‘Tou chnistou (of 
Christ) may be taken as a subjective genitive; it is more probable, howev- 
er, that ‘of Christ’ is an objective genitive, since the author hangs every- 
thing on his Christotogy, 1.e., on the doctrine about Christ, as v. 7 shows". 

P, O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 
Email: Burdette@)mindspring.com 
Web site: http://www.mindspring.com/~burdettes/index1.html 


CAN WOMEN NOW LEAD 
IN THE CHURCH? 


By Harold Key Part 4 of 4 


We ended Part Three by pointing out how we all superficially 
appear to contradict some of Jesus’ explicit commands (such as '’Go sell 


considered, but one must also investigate the scope and plan of the 
author. 
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what you have and give to the poor.. .'' ''Unless you hate your father and 
mother, and your own life, you cannot be my disciple.'') We justify our 
"contradiction" through our understanding of the command: to whom it 
was directed and why? 

This brings us to questions we need to ask as we study the Bible. 
The question is not simply do we understand the definition of the words. 
"Correctly handling the word of truth'’ (2 Tim. 2:15) involves being 
aware of author, intended recipients, background, and purpose. Who 
wrote what book? To whom was it written? When was it wotten? Why 
was it written? And we certainly need to know all the other scriptures 
which bear upon the subject, especially those by the same writer. 

In fulfillment of God's promise to pour out His Spirit on all peo- 
ple ("your sons and daughters will prophesy''}), we learn in Acts 21:9 that 
Philip the evangelist had four unmarried daughters who had the gift of 
prophecy. (The Greek text literally says they were "'prophesying."’) 

Jn 1 Corinthians 11:7-11, prophecy is included as a ''manifesta- 
tion of the Spirit for the common good," and 14:3-4 says, "everyone who 
prophesies speaks to men for their strengthening,’ and ''edifies the 
church.'' A few verses later Paul contrasts the effect upon a visiting un- 
believer when "the whole church comes together and everyone speaks in 
tongues'' with ‘everyone prophesying,'' 

Paul cautioned both men and women about being sensitive in 
their praying and prophesying. There was equality (‘you can all proph- 
esy in turn"), but gender distisiction must be so recognized as to not of- 
fend the standards of propriety within their local culture. 


Every man who prays or prophesies with his head covered 
ishonors his head. And every woman who prays or 
prophesies with her head uncovered dishonors her head — 
it is Just as though her head were shaved. [f awoman does 
not cover her head, she should have her hair cut off; and if 
if is a disgrace for a woman to have her hair cut or shaved 
off, she should cover her head. 


Judge for yourselves: Is it proper for a woman to pray to 
God with her head uncovered? Does not the very nature of 


things teach you that if a man has long hair, it is a 
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disgrace to him, but if a woman has tong hair, it ts her 
glory? For long hair is given to her as a covering. If any- 
one want to be contentious about this, we have no other 
practice — nor do the churches of God" (I Cor. 11:4-6, 
11-15). 

Where in the Law of God or in the teachings of Jesus did Paul 
firid what he said here about propriety? Nowhere. He reminded them of 
what their local culture regarded as proper and improper. When he de- 
clared, ''We have no other practice — nor do the churches of God,"’ he 
connects it with “if anyone wants to be contentious"’ about sensitivity to 
the culture in which they live. 


Let Christians give no occasion for God's name to be blas- 
phemed by flouting harmless local customs and being inconsiderate to- 
ward the sensitivities of unbelievers. See 1 Corinthians 9:19-23 for Paul's 
practice 


Though I am free and belong to no man, I make myself a 
slave to everyone, to win as many as possible. To the Jews 
I become like a Jew, to win the Jews. To those under the 
law I becume like one under the law (though I myself asm 
not under the law), so as to win those under the law. To 
these not having the law I became like one not having the 
law (though [being] J am not free from God's law but am 
under Christ's law), so as to win those not having the law. 
To the weak, I became weak, to win the weak. I have be- 
come all things to all men so that by all possible means I 
might save some. I do ail this for the sake of the gospel, 
that I may share in its blessings (1 Cor. 9:1 9-23). 


But if the Corinthian women were compelled by their culture to 
“be quiet,'’ did they have to become literally mute? If so, they would 
have to most seriously question why they were given rules at all for gov- 
erning their praying and their prophesying within the assembly. 


Let's stop and consider, Let's look back at some of what Paul 
has written to this church before he wrote 1 Corinthians 14;34-35. 
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1. Spintual gifts are given to each one for the common good, for 
the building up of the whole body. One of the most effective gifts for 
building up the church 1s that of prophesy. 

2. The Holy Spirit gives the gift of prophesy to women as well as 
to men. Women in Corinth are told to cover their heads when they pray 
and prophesy or else they should cut their hair, 

3. To avoid disorder they are told, ''You can all prophesy in 
turn so that everyone may be instructed and encouraged" (1Cor. 14:31, 

Queston: Why would Paul wstrict women to cover their heads 
when they prayed and prophesied, and that all could prophesy in tum, if 
he then absolutely forbade women to speak under any circumstance? 


The church in Philippi originally was made up of Lydia and her 
household and met in her own home (Acts 16:13-15,41), Could Lydia not 
speak even in her own home if we take the rules in 1 Corinthians 14:34-35 
and | Timothy 2:12 as rigidly as some insist? 


In fact, Paul concludes the letter to the Corinthians (16:19) by 
saying, '’Aquila and Priscilla greet you warmly in the Lord, and so does 
the church that meets in their house. "’ 

If it is ''shamefil"' for a woman to speak literally in church (any 
church), is she prohibited only within certain restricted areas during cer- 
tain designated times? How do we harinonize such a concept with the 
free expressions by women today immediately before and after "worship 
services,'' even in the same room? Does not such a concept betray a view 
of the church that is definitely non-biblical? 


The New Testament wnitings present the "church" as simply the 
very believers themselves. The body of Christ is neither a place nor a 
time, but is all people who believe in Jesus Christ as Lord. The church is 
the church wherever they are — any time and any place. 


Wherein does the sin fie in a woman's speaking? From biblical 
teachings in their entirety, there is not a sin in the act of a woman's speak- 
ing! If there is sin, it is in the szanner of the spealang. How a person says 
something makes a tremendous difference. 
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tis ones demeanor that is either ‘'quiet"' or ''contentious."' Here 
is an irony: a woman can be an agitator in insisting that women be quiet, 
and so violate the very teaching about women's demeanor! 

But what if a woman as yet just is unable to see the entirety of 
biblical teachings about the place of women, and continues to disagree 
with the prevailing judgment of women's place in the church? Her own 
behavior should most definitely be guided then by the principle of a quiet 
demeanor and the teaching given in Romans 14:1-23. 

Please read this passage carefully and prayerfully. It applies to 
just such a condition as serious disagreement over this or any matter, It 
speaks of a principle that is exactly appropriate for you. 

Refuse to do what you yourself cannot conscientiously do . But 
you are not the Judge of another whose conscience allows hin or her to 
do that. ‘Who are you to judge someone else's servant? Yo his {her| 
own master he [she] stands or falls. And he [she] will stand, for the Lord 
is able to make hin [her] stand (Rom. 14:4). 

By the marvelous, infinite grace of God, you both will stand if 
you bear with the other, whom you consider to be ''weak"’ in faith. Praise 
God! (End of series.) 

4026 Coapites Street, Pasadena, Texas 77504 


REASONABLE WORSHIP 


By Curtis Dickinson 





Used by permission. Bro. Dickinson is the editor of a 
newsletter called The Witness. The Jetter is sent free 
upon request but a contribution would be appreciated. 








"I beseech you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God to present your 
bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable to God, which is your reasonable 
service" (Romans 12:]). 
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The Jast two words in this verse are better translated "'reason- 
able worsinp.'’ the word /ogikos appertains to the mind, or reason. This 
is to say that real worship of God 1s not mere ntual, but involves intelli- 
gent thought. 

W. E. Vine says, ''The sacrifice is therefore to be intelligent, and 
the idea suggested is by way of contrast to the sacrifice offered under the 
law by ritual and compulsion. The presentation is to be made in accor- 
dance with the spiritual intelligence of those who are now creatures in 
Christ."' 

The word for worship is latreia, meaning ''to serve,'' and came 
to mean that to which one would devote his whole life. In the above verse 
Paul urges us to worship God by committng to Him our entire lives. Wil- 
ham Barclay writes, ''Real worship is the offering of everyday life to God. 
. . Real worship is something whxh sees the whole world as the temple of 
the living God, and every common deed an act of worship. .. A man may 
say, 'l am going to church to worship God,' but he should also be able to 
say, ‘1 am going to the factory, the shop, the office, the school, the field. . . 
to worship God’.’’ Worship under the Old Covenant involved sacrifice of 
ammals. The death of Jesus, the perfect sacrifice, made an end to all such 
sacrifices. Now we worship by giving ourselves, presenting our whole 
hves, to God in reasonable (intelligent) service. . 

Spiritual and reasonable worship, then, is the offering of one's 
body and entire life to God. It takes place in daily byang , as one recog- 
nizes his body to be the temple of God, and all his actions throughout the 
day as things done to please and gforify Him. This leads to the exhorta- 
tion of Panl in the next verse: “And be not fashioned according to this 
world; but be ye transformed by the renewing of your mind, that you 
may prove what is the good and acceptable and perfect will of God'' 
(Rom. 12:2). 

One of the sad observations of our time is that many churches 
have fashioned themselves after the world in order to win its approval and 
increase their membership. What is called the worship service 1s often 
more like a theatrical production. Worldly values are used in order to 
"market" the church on the basis that the end (church growth) justifies 
the means. 

To present ourselves as living sacnfices to God requires that we 
separate ourselves from the world. This doesn't mean isolaton, or that 
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one doesn't continue to work and do business with the immoral people of 
the world, "for then you would need go out of the world,'' as Paul writes 
(1 Cor. 5:10), But it means one has a different set of values, and lives to 
please God, rather than joining with the world and its pagan pursuits. 

Of course, worship involves more than our service, or conduct 
and our daily works. One word used in the New Testament for worship 
is preskur, which means ''to kiss the hand toward.'' It means an expres- 
sion of sentiment toward God, a sentiment that must come from the heart. 
Perhaps one of the best definitions of worship is adoration. Like genuine 
love, it is continuous, not something we do at a specified tme and place 
once a week. 

The late R. M. Bell wrote: ."'Since worship is love carned to the 
highest conceivable degree, it, too, is continuous. Worshippers may have 
a weekly gathering in which they give public expression to their inner feel- 
ings, but these public expressions — preaching, praying, singing, giving, 
etc. ~ are not, in themselves, worship. They are called acts of worship, 
but they may be acts and nothing more. Worship, like love, is neither 
seen nor heard; it is felt. Worship ts within.” 


Worship ts not confined to a certain place at an appointed time. 
The woman at the well of Sychar wanted to argue with Jesus about the 
night place to warship, Jerusalem or Genam, but Jesus said, ''God is a 
Spirit: and they that worship him must worship in spirit and truth'' (John 
4:24), The ceremonial worship in Jerusalem and Gerizim was to pass 
away, and Chnishans were to worship Him in a spiritual way, at all times, 
in all places. True worship is a matter of the mind and heart, as we reach 
out to God in humble adoration and seek to know and glonfy Him. 


Some interpret the phrase "in spint and in truth" to mean that 
there are certain true acts of worship which are allowed, and anything less 
or more in unacceptable worship. Acts 2:42 is the "proof text'' for this 
position, {t reads, ''And they continued steadfastly in the apostles’ teach- 
ing and fellowship, in the breaking of bread and the prayers.'' But one 
will note that nothing is mentioned here about worship at all. 


In fact, in studying this subject I was surprised in learn that not 
once in the New Testament does it say that God's people ever came 
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together to worship. The assembly was never called a ''worship service,"’ 
and the people are never spoken of as ''worshipping."' Of course, this is 
not to say that they did not worship as they assembled. My guess is that 
they did, but you won't find it 1 scripture. 

Nor did they have “houses of worship” in the modern sense 
There were no church buildings until the third century. They met in 
homes, or public places, and we have no clue as to an ''order of service'' 
in their meetings. Our present ''Worship Service" is derived from five 
sources: (1) Old Testament worship of Israel (in the Temple); (2) Roman 
Catholicism, passed on through the Reformation; (3) Pagan practices 
which were never fully abandoned by new converts; (4) Some New Tes- 
tament practices; and (5) The format for many of today's worship ser- 
vices seem to be copied from the theater (IV, movies, etc.). 

Some go to church looking for an escape from realty, and find it 
in the ‘‘exciting’’ programs of fun and games. Those who seek an oppor- 
tumty to worship and fellowship in the precious truth of Christ may be 
greatly disappointed. True worship is confronting reality, the reality of a 
relationship with God. Often the assembly becomes a place to be enter- 
tained or to hear a lecture by a skillful speaker, rather than a gathering in 
which saints assemble to edify one another and worship Jehovah, 

What about music? If the assemblies described in the New Tes- 
tament ever used music, either vocal or instrumental, it is no where men- 
tioned. While singing is mentioned seven times in Acts and in the Epistles, 
in each case it refers to individual singing, or a duet (in the case of Paul 
and Silas in prison), but not to congregational singing which is neither 
commanded or even mentioned. Congregational singing is mentioned in 
the Revelation, and there it is always accompanied by instrumental music 
(Rev. 14:1-3; 15:2-3). 

This doesn't tell us that congregational singing is wrong, it mere- 
ly tells us that it is not essential in worship, although to many of us it is a 
very precious part of our worship. 


If one can worship anywhere, anytime, without a program of 
religious ceremony, then why should one attend the weekly assembly. 
Why go to church? We may go to worship. To pray. To edify each oth- 
er. To observe the Lord's Supper. To encourage one another. To plan 
and/or report on the work of evangelism. For fellowship. To bear one 
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another's burdens. If you do any of these things with a sincere heart of 
love for God, you worshipped. We are urged to assemnble to strengthen 
our faith and hope to encourage cach other to love and good deeds (Heb. 
10:22-25). 

As Owen Stil, Jr. wrote, ''We come to worship together on 
Sunday, because we have been worshipping individually all week long.” 
We assemble for other reasons, but it is good to worship together when 
we assembie. 

Worship is a mind-to-mind meeting with God, through our re- 
deemer, Jesus. God is not found in signs and ritual and feelings, but in the 
truth, as it is revealed to us in the Bible and as we put it into practice in 
our daily lives. 

Let not our worship be in the vain following of human traditions , 
as Jesus said of the Phansees and scribes. '"This people honor me with 
their lips; but their heart is far {from me. But in vain do they worship me, 
teaching as their doctrines the precepts of men" (Mat.t. 15:8). 


Let us follow Paul's directions: *'And whatsoever you do in word 
or in deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the 
Father through Him" (Col. 3:17). 

P. O. Box 292663, Lewisville, Texas 75029 


THE UNWORTHINESS OF MAN 


———————— 


By Arnold Hardin 


On a balcony of space stepped an eternal, holy and pure 
God. In awesome solitude we stood alone. Not one star was there 
to give him light. But oh how thankful we ought to be that in 
spite of the blackest of darkness He saw us. He saw mankind, his 
noblest creation bound with heavy chains; and with a compassion 
as real as pain He longed to set us free. But He knew that if we 
were to become as He then was He must become like us. And so, 
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that eternal God, in the form of his Son climbed the stairway to 
Calvary and looked beyond our faults and saw our needs. 

Unworthy am I of his grace for why would a King reach 
down his hand toa slave? Unworthy of the forgiveness extended 
to me bound with those heavy chains of sin. But, "He who knew 
no sin became sin that we might become the righteousness of God 
in him." Thus our Saviour made us worthy! Father forgive us 
our unbelief. Help us to understand with Peter that walking on 
water ts dependent upon our eyes being fastened on him who in- 
deed has made us worthy in the eyes of him who made provisions 
for our salvation before the foundation of the world. 

Father forgive us our arrogance and sinful pride! For- 
give us when we teach, as so many do, that by our obedience we 
make ourselves worthy of your forgiveness. Forgive us for refus- 
ing in ignorance to fully accept the truth that forgiveness is a gift 
and not something earned. Dear Lord help us to understand that 
having sinned the only thing we can do ts to back up to the cross 
allowing your forgiveness to wipe out our past and to hear you 
say, ‘Neither do I condemn you, go in peace and sin no more." 

Why is it more difficult for us to believe that God will give us 
srace than to believe that we must do something to make us worthy of 
such grace? Recently a preacher spoke of salvation only through the 
blood of Christ. Two visitors highly complimented him and he replied, 
"It has taken me many years to lead this congregation to this point of al- 
lowing me to teach the truth regarding salvation by God's grace."’ Father 
forgive your misinformed children. Forgive us when we have built 
thrones on which to set instead of recognizing our unworthiness as beg- 
gars. Father thank you for having made us worthy in Christ (1 Cor. 
1:30). 

2722 McCutcheon, Dallas, Texas 75227 


— 





{ncidentally, folks, Merry Christmas and a Happy New Year. I 
want to thank all of our supporters, those who helped financial- 
ly, those who wrote the articles, and the letters of encouragement 
from many. May the next year be the best one yet. ~ Editor 
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